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The following-named boatswains to be chief boatswains dn 
the Navy, to rank with but after ensign from the 27th day of 
March, 1922 : 

Thomas M. Buck. 
William Martin. 
Gunner Charles A. Kohls to be a chief gunner in the Navy, 

to rank with bnt after ensign from the 8d day of December, 
1921. 

The following-named gunners to be chief gunners in the Navy, 
to rank with but aft.er ensign from the 16th day of December, 
1921: 

Daniel McCallum. 
Robert Semple. 
Gunner Jesse J. Alexander to be a chief gunner in the Navy, 

to rank with but after ensign from the 7th day of March, 1922. 
Machinist Cyrus S. Hansel to be a chief machinist in the . 

Navy, to rank with but after ensign from the 17th day of· Janu-
ary, 1918. · 

Machinist Ernest J. Leonard to be a chief machinist in the 
Navy, to rank with but after ensign from the 28th day of De-
cember, 1920. . 

The following-named machinists to be chief machinists in the . 
Navy, to ran.k with but after ensign from the 30th day of No
vember, 1921: 

Alfred E. Raue. 
Albert H. Meilien. 

CONFIRMATIONS. 

Ashurst Harreld 
Borah Hefiln 
Brandegee Jones, N. ¥ex. 
Broussard Jones, Wash. 
Cameron Kellogg 
Capper Kendrick 
Cummins Keyes 
Curtis Ladd 
Dial Lenroot 
Fernald Lodge 
Frelinghuysen McCnmber 
Gooding McKinJey 

McLean 
McNary 
Moses 
Nelson 
New 
Nicholson 
Norbeck 
Overman 
Phipps 
Rawson 

~~WEard 

Smoot 
Spence1· 
Stanfield 
•.rrammell 
Underwood 
Wadsworth 
Walsh, Mass. 
Walsh, l\Iont. 
Warren 
Watson, Ind. 
Willis 

The VICE PRESIDENT. Forty-seven Senators have an
swered to their names. A quorum is not present. 

Mr. McCUMBER. I move that the Sergeant at Arms be 
directed to procure the attendance of absent Senators. 

The motion was agreed to. 
The VICE PRESIDENT. The Sergeant at Arms will execute 

the order of the Senate. 
Mr. POMERENE, Mr. STERLING, and Mr. SWANSON entered the 

Chamber and answered to their names. 
The VICE PRESIDENT. Fifty Senators have answered to 

their names. A quorum is present. 
Mr. McCUMBER. r ask unanimous consent that when the 

Senate closes its session on this calendar day it take a recess 
until Monday next at 11 o'clock a. m. 

The VICE PRESIDENT. Is there objection? The Chair 
hears none, and it is so ordered. · 

Mr. McCUMBER. I now ask that the Senate proceed to the 
consideration of the wool schedule, and I desire the attention 
of Senators for just a few minutes. 

Mr. SMITH. I had intended to ask that I might be permitted 
.Ea:ecuti'l1e nominations con"fi,rmea by the Senate JW/,y 2l ( legi.s- to read a short editorial which appears in one of the newspapers 

lative da11 of April fO), 1922. of South Carolina pertaining to the cotton industry, which is 
CoLLECTOR oP CusTOM:B. so closely allied to the wool industry, but if I can obtain the 

John A. Royse to be collector o.f customs, district No. 40, In- :floor after the Senato-r from North Dakota shall have concluded 
aianapolis Ind. his introductory remarks on the wool ·schedule I shall then 

' REGISTERS OF THE LA.ND OFFICE. . read the editorial in question. 
. . . Mr. McCUMBER. Mr. President, in the act of 1909 we im-

Robert E. Patterson to be regu;iter of land office, Dulut;ii. ~n. : posed a duty of 11 cents per pound <>n imported wool in the 
T Claude C. Turner to be register of land office, Dickinson, grease. The purpose of that law was to give to the producer of 

N. Dak. wool in the United States a p:rotection of 11 cents per pound. , 
PosTMASTEBS. It was assumed in giving that protection that there would be a 
CONNEC'IICU'l'. loss of about 66i per cent between the wool in the grease and 

Carleton W. Tyler, Southbury. the scoured content, including other losses. Therefore we · gave 
NEW JERSEY. to the manufacturer Of woolen products a differential equivalent 

to 33 cents per pound U}>on the scoured content, or three times 
John A. Campbell, Highwood. the amount accorded to the producer of wool in the ·grease. 

NEW YORK. The actual working out of that law was thi.S : The importers 
John C. Banschbach, Hicksville. did not import wool that lost '66i per cent in scouring, but, on 

NORTH CAROLINA. the contrary, as they imported the article the wool o:tr the belly, 
Robert r.;. Strowa: Cha_pel Hill. the legs, the neck, and so forth, of the sheep had been skirted 
Oscar R. Simpson, Duke. away, so that the allowance for scouring loss was entirely dis-
Clarence c . .Ro.we, Spray. , -proportionate. So, while we gave the manufacturer a compensa-

PENNSYL'V ANIA. 

Benard Peters, Brackenridge. 
William E. "Reed, Duquesne. 
Edward R. Dissinger, Mount Gretna. 
Frederick C. Patten, Narberth. 
William S. Tomlinson, Newtown. 

TEXAS. 

Wallace C. Wilson, McKinney. 
Sallie P. Lunday, Naples. 
Robert E. Johnson, Pecos. 
Lotta E. Tw'lley, Smithville. 
Mary Lovely, Weslaco. 

SENATE. 
SATURDAY, July ~~, 1fm£. 

(Legislative day of Thursday, .A.pr~i 20, 1922.) 

. tory duty equivalent to 33 cents per pound of the scoured wool, 
he actually in the importing ha.d to pay only about 18 cents, 
and had the advantage of the difference between 18 cents and 
33 cents. The farmer and the producer of wool, instead of get
ting an advantage or a protection of 11 cents, according to the 
Tariff Commission report, secured an a4vantage, I think, of 
7.6 cents per pound. 

In remodeling the tariff law, in the pending bill we have 
taken extra precaution to guarantee that the producer of wool 
shall ihave the equivalent of 33 cents upon the scoured content. 
Therefoi;e we have provided for a duty equivalent to 33 cents 
upon tbe scoured content as it enters the ports. However, in
stead of using the exact term of -33 cents it was thought best 
by a majority of the committee to make a large number of 
brackets, which would allow for a difference of opinion between 
the importer and the appraiser. Therefore we divided the 
schedule into brackets which would practically be in each in
stance the equivalent of 33 cents. .As one of the committee, I 
am impressed, however, that it would have been better to have 
simply declared -for a 33 cents per pound duty upon the scoured 
content ; but the majority of the .committee d-ecided otherwise. 

The Senate met at 11 o'clock a. m., on the expiration of the I think there is very littl(t difference in the matter, at any rate, 
recess. 

THE TARIFF. 

The Senate, as in Committee of the Whole, resmned the 
consideration of the bill ( H. R. 7 456) to provide revenue, to 
regulate commerce with foreign countries, to encourage the 
industries of the United States, and for other purposes. 

Mr. McCUMBER. Mr. President, I think before we open np 
the discussion of the woolen schedule we had better have a 
quorum. I therefore suggest the absence ·of a quorum. 

The VICE PRESIDENT. The Secretary will call the roll. 
The reading clerk called the roll, and the following Senators 

answered to their names: 

and it is only a question of administration. 
Mr. President, we have allowed in the compensatory duty to 

the manufacturer the full equivalent of 33 cents per pound 
upon the scoured eontent, and have also made allowance for 
losses, so that the manufacturer will secure the same dif
ferential protection that he secured in the law of 1909 ; but he 
will not be allowed to take advantage of a di:trerence which 
he obtained in importing goods with a very low loss. There
fore the farmer will secure the benefit of the full rate. 

Mr. President, there is one exception to this rule, and that 
is in the skirted wools that are used for carpet purposes. 
Under the Dld law we ascertained that, While the carpet wools 
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were upon the free list, some of those carpet wools were '11.C
tually used in the manufacture of clothing. Therefore in 
order to -guard against the 11se in clothing of the wool on 
which no duty is paid we provide that the carpet wool, which 
is a low grade of -wool scarcely fit for the man111'acture of 
clothing, may be imported in bond, and upon a showing that 
none of it has gone into -the .manufacture of clothing the duty 
may be rebated or refunded. 

'Notwithst.anding the fact, ~Ir. President, that the spread of 
the wages between the rforeign producer and :the .American 
producer 1has very materially widened compared ·with the 
spread in "1009 and 1910, we have .given .a duty for <protection 
as distinguished from a duty for compensation which ·will 
average on the ad valorem basis considerably less than the 
law of 1909. 

Mr. President, the details of this schedule will be disco.ssed 
as we consider each item. l simply desire to make this gen
eral statement in order that the Senate may have an under
standing of about what the committee has purposed to do in 
formulating the wool schedule. 

Mr. JONES of New Mexico obtained the ·fioor. 
'Mr. "LE:XROOT. Mr. President, will the ·Senator from New 

Mexico yield to me? I should like to ask the Senator from 
North Dakota a question. 

Mr. JONES of New Mexico. I was just going to ask the Sen
ator 'from North Dakota ·a question. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. SPENCER in the chair). 
Does the ·Senator 'from North-Dakota yield the fl.ooT? 

Mr. 'McCUMBER. I have :yielded the floor, but I will ·re-
spond to a question ff 1: can · answer it. \ 
· 1\fr . .JONES of New Mexico. I •merely wish to ask a question. 
I observe, Mr. President, 'the difference 'between the so-called 
compensatory rates under this bill and the compensatory rates 
under the act of 1909. Under the act 'of 1909 on the fineT grades 
of cloth there was ·allowed for wastage-presumptively that 
was the purpose of the allowance at that time---11 cents a 
pound ; in other words, the compensatory duty on the · fineT 
grades of cloth was 44 cents a pound. That was intended to 
eover the ·33 c.ents a pound on the clean content and allow an
other ll cents a pound for the loss in wastage in the lllanufac
tu:Te. 'I •Ob erve that under •the ·proposal which now comes to us 
the · allowance ·for wastage i:s increased to 16 cents per J)Ound -on 
the higher grades and on the lowe1· grades in like propOTtion. 
I W{)nder whether ·the ·senator from North Dakota or the Sen
ator from Utah desires to make ·an ·explanation of -that .at this 
time. 

Mr. 'SMOOT. ~ am perfyctly willing to :explain .it at this 
time or at any other time. ·If the Senator desires, I will make 
the explanation now. 

Mr. •MoCUMBER. 'I think the Senator from Utah 'has more 
of an expert knowledge and can better explain the intricate 
'details of the schedule than can ·I, and I will ask him to Teply 
-to the Senator. 

Mr. SMOOT. l\Ir. President, it is true that in the J>ayne
'Alcl.rich lawthe Tate upon wool in the _grease was 11 cents ; upon 
washed wool 22 cerrts ; upon scoured wool 33 <!ents, and the com
pensatory duty on the cloth was 44 cents. In other words, upon 
the cloth the duty was four· times the amount imposed upon the 
wool in the grease. The manufacturer did not pay a duty of ll 
cents on wool in the grease--

1\Ir. JONES of New Mexico. Mr. President--· 
Mr. Sl\IOOT. If the Senator will allow -me, I should like to 

complete the explanation and then I will be glad to answer any , 
question, because I think .it is better to take the question up 
and carry it through consecutively, from wool in the grease to 
the cloth. 

The real duty, ..Mr. 'President, upon wool in the grease that 
the manufacturer was compelled to pay because of the lighter 
shrinkage of wools that were imported from Australia and 
,other foreign countries on account of the skirting and other 
processes referred to by the Senator from North Duota-.and 
I shall not go into them-and the protection the woolgrower 
received instead of being ll cents a pound was on the average 
..a.bout 6 cents, ,and ·in some cases only 5 cents a pound, and on 
line .clothing 7 .8 cents a pound instead of 11 cents. Therefore 
the manufacturer could well afford .to have a compensatory 
·duty of only 44 cents a pound 'because of the fact that four 
times 7.8 cents is on~y 31 cents, and ~ received 44 cents. No 
matter what the shrinkage may be, the duty on scoured wool 
ds 33 cents a pound in _the pending bill. 

Mr. President, this bill makes _provision to cover .the actual 
loss in the scoured wool in each process beginning .with the 
tops and ending with the cloth, and so that you need ru:>t take 
.my word as a manufacturer of woolens .I will r~ad what the 
!['ar.iff Commission says. 

The Tariff Commission, on page 3528--

• 

'M.r . .TONES ot New Mexico. Mr. President, I think the 
question -1 asked ean .be '3.ll.swered without going into that. 
I realize :that what the Senator .. from Utah says is absolutely 
correct, b.ut nevertheless it is a fact that the Payne-Aldrich 
law, the act ot 1909, was framed upon the scientific theory 
that the amount -of the .duty on the cleaned content was 33 
cents a pound, and the manufacturers at that time thought 
that an ·addition of one-thil:d was quite sufficient to make np 
the wastage in manufactur.e. 

Mr. SMOOT. Why, .certainly they did, because 3 times 7 i3 
21, antl instead of 33 they had 21, or a difference there of -i2 
cents, and the.12 cents added to the 11 cents made .23 cents. 

Mr. JONES 'Of New Mexico. Does not the Senator know that 
the producers -of this country were told at that time that the 
tariff upon raw •wool amounted. to 33 cents a pound -on the 
cleaned content, and that the comp.ensatory duty allowed .to the 
manufacturer was {)n}y 11 cents a -pound •upon the finest class 
of woolen _goods to compensate for the loss in manufacture, or 
44 cents a pound; and was it -not stated to -the country ut"that 
time that this was a protection to •the woolgrowers of the coun
try of 11 cents a pound ·on the wool in the grease, and was it 
not 'figured out on the basis of 33 cerrts•a pound on the cleaned 
content? 
~. -SMOOT. I have .said it so many times in all parts of 

the country that I do not think it is necessary 'for "ID.e to repeat 
it now; and I want to -say1 to the Senator now that the 1.1 cents 
a pound differential between the scoured content of wool and 
the manufacture of "fine clothing is not sufficient. <Take ·100 
pounds of fine cloth made from scoured wool and it will ~re
quire 150 pounds of tleaned wo.oL'to ·make it. 

Mr. JONES of New Mexico. In the preparation of the .Payne
Aldric:h bill, was it not conceded by .the manufacturer and .was 
not that bill framed upon the theory that 1.1 cents a ·pound, 
or '33 per eent additional, ·was sufficient to measure the wastage 
in the manufacture? 

Mr. _.SMOOT. Yes; ±aking it as ;a whole and step by step 
from the grease :wool, that was -what was claimed. 

•Mr. 'JONES of 'New Mexico. It is proposeu now, where we 
have an actual duty of 33 cents a pound upon the scoured con
tent, to ·increase that differential ·to 16 cents a pound? 

Mr. SMOOT. That is true in some -cases, and it is absolutely 
neeessa:ry. 

Mr. JONES of New Mexico. The Senator now says that it 
is absolutely necessary. It is upon .that point that I want to 
hear from the Senator at length, because lrt the time the Payne
Aldrich bill was framed it was considered . that a differential 
for :wastage of one-third was ample ; and the distinoauished 
Senator from .Idaho [Mr. GoonING], in a l;peech during this 
session of Congress, il believe, .contended most earnestly that 
ll cents a pound -was too much. Now , the Finance Committee 
brings in here a bill increasing that differential from ll cents 
to 16 cents, when the Payne-Aldrich bill was prepared upon the 
theory and accepted by the manufacturers of this country upon 
the theory that that increase of one-third was sufficient. The 
distinguished Sena.tor .from Idaho, who at one i:ime was presi~ 
dent of the W oolgrowers' Association of this country, ma.de 
a year's study of this question, and came on the floor of the 
Senate and deliberately told us that that theoretic.al difference 
of 33 cents upon the scoured content under the Payne:oA!drich 
bill was too much, and the ·Finance Committee now increases 
that by a ~very material percentage-from 11 cents a pound t<J 
16 cents a -pound. 

l\Ir. SMOOT. The Senator did.not let ·IDe finish my statement, 
or I would have called attention to the fact that the 49 cents 
is (}Illy on goods where the thread is all of fine wool, entering 
into line kinds of cloth. 

The Senator will find rates where a compensatory duty of 
that amount is not given. It all depends upon the value of the 
goods and the size of the thread whether or not th-e eompensa,.. 
tory dufy of 16 cents is giv-en; and I want to say to the _Senator 
now that is exactly what the Tariff Commission says is neces
sary, and it is necessary. I know it as a manufacturer. 

Mr. JONES of New Mexico. Mr. President, the other ..rates 
upon different kinds of cloth, however, provide for a compensa
tory duty relative to this increase, do they not? 
Mr~ SMOOT. Relative as to the size of the thi:ead or the 

cost of the yarn, certainly ; but in some cases there is only .a 
duty of 40 cents, and that is 7 cents difference, while in the 
Payne-Aldrich bill they all had a duty of 44 cents or a aifference 
of 11 cents. It dill not make any difference whether the fabric 
w..as half cotton, it did .not make ai;iy difference whether they 
were virtually all cotton with ·but one thread Of wool. If there 
was one thread of wool in it, the duty was 44 cents. This bill 
does not have any such pi·ovision. This bill J>rovides that the 
outy shall apply wherever the yarn is in chief value nf wool. 
'rhat is one thing that made the Payne-Aldrich bill so open to 
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criticism and caused the criticism in the United States against it. 
In other words, a dozen blankets were brought into the United 
States under the Payne-Aldrich rates. Those blankets were all 
cotton with the exception of the wool border; and because those 
cotton blankets had a wool border they carried the fUll rate of 
44 cents a pound, bringing the duty on the blankets up to 485 
per cent. 

l\fr. POMERENE. Mr. President, will the Senator advise us 
what was the phraseology of the bill at that time, if he has it 
before him, which would authorize that? 

Mr. SMOO'.r. "Any part of which was wool " ; not " of chief 
value." All they had to do was to put one thread of wool in it, 
and there was wool in it, and it carried that rate. There is no 
such provision in this bill. It is cut out; and now I want to 
say to the Senator that this is what our Tariff Commission said: 

Applying this, the correct arithmetical method of finding the proper 
ratios for the compensatory duties, the rates should be: For tops, 
1.111 times the duty on scoured wool ; for yarns, 1.207 times the duty 
on scoured wool ; for fabrics, 1.500 times the duty on scoured wool. 

Mr. GOODING. Mr. President-
Mr. POMERENE. Mr. President--
Mr. SMOOT. Just a 9moment, and then I will yield. Taking 

33 cents in the case of all-wool fabrics, one-half of 33 cents is 
16i cents; 33 and 16t is 49! cents, and the committee in all 
cases have made it 49 cents. I will say now that there is no 
woolen manufacturer in all the world who can take less than 
150 pounds of wool and start it through the picker and bring 
it out into fine cloth without that loss, and if it is a fine wool 
thread made into the goods--

Mr. POMERENE. Mr. President, the Senator was reading 
from page 3528? 

Mr. SMOOT. Page 3528. 
Mr. POMERENE. I understood the Senator to say that that 

was the finding of the Tariff Commission. It seems to be the 
testimony of l\ir. John P. Wood. 

Mr. SMOOT. Mr. President, it is the testimony of John P. 
Wood, but he is only quoting the Tariff Commission's figures. 

Mr. POMERENE. I wanted to be advised. The Senator 
wants to be right about it. 

Mr. SMOOT. Yes; I do, certainly; but John P. Wood quotes 
the Tariff Commission's figures. 

Mr. POMERENE. This statement is made under the head
ing: 

Statement of John P. Wood, Boston, Mass., representing the Na-
tional Association of Wool Manufacturers. 

Mr. SMOOT. Certainly. 
Mr. POMERENE. What I have read is from page 3525. 
Mr. SMOOT. That is right; and I will show the Senator 

the report just as soon as the experts find it. The Senator 
can figure the rates out himself, or it will take me a few mo
ments to do it. 

Mr. POMERENE. I do not ask the Senator to disturb the 
thread of bis thought. 

Mr. SMOOT. The report of the Tariff Commission on Sched
ule K, page 626, figures them out on the rate of 25 cents on 
the scoured content that was provided for in the House bill, 
and the Senator will find that the percentages are. approxi
mately the same. 

Mr. JONES of New Mexico. Mr. President, the Senator has 
criticized in very severe terms the provisions of the Payne
.Aldrich bill. I will ask him if he did not vote for that bill? 

Mr. SMOOT. I did; and I will say to the Senator that I 
named the cause that brought forth the criticism; but if the 
Senator will investigate he will find out that there were never 
any blankets brought into the country except the 12 pairs that 
were brought here as samples. I said upon the floor of the 
Senate that such a thing never happened with regular com
mercial goods, and it never has happened; but it gave every
body in this country a chance to point to one importation of 12 
blankets, with the rate of 485 per cent, and nobody could 
deny it. It was true. 

Mr. JONES of New Mexico. The Senator understo-0d what 
the effect of that bill was at the time he voted for it, did 
he not? 

Mr. SMOOT. Why, certainly; and I called the Senate's at
tention to the very fact of the 12 blankets that I speak of when 
the story went from one end of this country to the other and 
rang in this Chamber from the other side that the poor man's 
blankets carried a duty of 485 per cent. I had the blanket in 
this very Chamber. I showed the blanket to the Senate, and 
there was not a thread of wool in it, with the exception of 
what was in the selvage. 

Mr. JONES of New Mexico. The manufacturers of the coun
try generally favored that bill, did they not, and really helped 
to frame it? 

Mr. SMOOT. Certainly they favored it. Why should they 
not favor it when they not only got the protective duty that 
was given there but they got m-0re than the necessary com
pensatory duty on the wool? 

Mr. JONES of New Mexico. The Senator was quite willing, 
as one of those manufacturers and as a member of the Senate, 
to put such a provision into the bill that would permit that sort 
of thing to be done. 

Mr. SMOOT. That provision went into the bill with the 
understanding that the clothing wools of the country shrink 
66i per cent. I ask the Senator, who knows, as he comes from 
a woolgrowing State, what percentage the clothing wools of 
New Mexico shrink? 

Mr. JONES of New Mexico. They vary, of course. 
Mr. SMOOT. What is the average shrinkage in the fine cloth

ing wools raised in New Mexico? 
Mr. JO:NES of New Mexico. They will shrink somewhere 

from 60 to 65 per cent. 
Mr. SMOOT. They will shrink on an average more than 

that. 
Mr. BURSIDf rose. 
l\lr. JONES of New Mexico. I dare say my colleague can 

give that information. 
Mr. SMOOT. The fine clothing wools will shrink 70 per 

cent and the average will be 2 or 3 per cent less. 
Mr. JONES of New Mexico. I think there are some wools in 

New Mexico which shrink 70 per cent. 
Mr. SMOOT. There are some wools in New Mexico that will 

shrink 78 per cent. I have bought wools many and many a 
time, carloads of them, which would shrink 80 per cent. 

Mr. BURSUM. I think I can enlighten the Senator about 
the shrinkage of wools in New Mexico. It depends on the loca
tion; but wools shrink from 58 to 74 per cent. 

Mr. SMOOT. There is no doubt of it. · 
Mr. BURSUM. If the sheep have been ranged on sandy soil, 

the wools will have a heavy shrinkage, but in the case of fine 
wools, the general average is around 67 per cent. 

Mr. SMOOT. Absolutely; and that is the case in Utah. 
Mr. POMERE1'.TE. Will the Senator from New Mexico give 

the maximum and minimum of shrinkage in wool? 
l\fr. BURSUM. The minimum shrinkage is around 58 per 

cent, but as a rule that shrinkage does not apply to a very 
fine wool. Fine wools hardly ever shrink less than 64 per 
cent, and they will go as high as 72 per cent; but 67 per cent 
is a fair average for fine wools. 
. Mr. SMOOT. The wools in Montana do not shrink as much 
as the wools in Utah of the same identical grade, because of the 
fact that the sheep have a rather superior grazing grounq. 

Mr. JONES of New Mexico. I understand that. 
Mr. SMOOT. But the fact of the matter is that in 1909 the 

average shrinkage of the clothing wools in the United States 
was 66! per cent, and a shrinkage of 66! per cent in wool at 
11 cents a pound means 33 cents on the scoured content. · 

Mr. BURSUM. I want to suggest, though, that it is unfair 
and unscientific to fix a duty based upon wools in the grease 
and on an average shrinkage. The dirt and the grease which 
acompany the wool should not be taken into consideration. It 
is the clean content that should be considered, the amount of 
the wool. It is ridiculous to talk about fixing a duty based 
upon a mixture of wool and dirt and grease, and to average the 
duty on that basis. It should be on the clean wool. 

Mr. SMOOT. This is what the Tariff Commission says about 
the shrinkage of wool in New Mexico : 

In normal seasons their clip runs largely to French combing or longer. 
It also is more uniform in grade and character than in most other areas 
in the State. In th e western part of this section the shrinkage usually 
ranges trom 62 to 66 per cent ; eastword it generally runs from 66 to 
72 per cent; while in most other areas the same per cent (sometimes a 
higher) shrinkage is the rule. The State average has been about 67 
per cent during the past six years. 

Mr. JONES of New Mexico. I understand that. So the 
Payne-Aldrich bill was framed upon the theory that the wool 
would shrink 66! per cent? 

Mr. SMOOT. Yes; and if we used all American wools, then 
33 cents would have been the proper rate, and the manu
facttirer would not have secured anything whatever in the 
scouring. But what did they do? They imported Australian 
wools, skirted, with all the tags, and all the necks, and all of 
the belly wool taken off, simply the body of the wool, and 
then in the handling of it as much of the dirt was shaken out 
of it as possible, and they got those wools in shrinking 40 
per cent instead of 66i per cent. 

Mr. BURSUM. Sometimes as low as 30 per cent. 
Mr. SMOOT. I am speaking of the average. 
Mr. JONES of New Mexico. The skirting of wool for im

portation was permitted by the Payne-Aldrich law, was it not? 
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Mr. SMOOT. It is not permitted by this bill. 
Mr. JONES of New Mexico. I understand that the duty in 

this bill is on the clean content, and the question of skirting 
has nothing to do with it; bu:t under the emergency tarifI law, 
which we passed, we did eliminate the right to skirt those 
wools before bringing them in here. 

l\ir. SMOOT. Yes-; that is correct. 
l\Ir. JONES of New Mexico. The point l want to emphasize 

is that in that- law there was a provision for tliiB skirting, 
which did bring down the shrinkage of the foreign_ wools; that 
that was one of the jokers in the bill; and that it. was indorsed 
at that time by the manufacturers of this country. 

They contended for a compensatory duty of 33! per cent, 11 
cents upon the manufactured article, when they knew that the 
shrihkage- of the wool would not bring the duty up to 33' cents a 
pound on the scoured cont.~mt. They knew that. They fixed 
those price . They gave it out to the country that that. was all · 
the compensatory dnty they were getting., but it now appears 
that they knew that they were deceiving the people of tha cou.n:
try, and they are the persons who coma he-re now and underta.ke 
to tell the Senate what compensatory rntes they need. 

I submit that we should have other and furthe-r proof. They 
gave it out to the country then that that was all they-required; 
that there was a duty of 33 cents a pound upon the scow;ed con
tent, and that all they needed w~ 11 cents a pound additional 
to provide for the wastage, an,d now, upon. no other p1"0of than 
of those men who deliberately deceived the people of the coun
try and the woolgrowers of the country, we are asked to in
crease the compensatory duty muah beyond the rate which they 

.. a.sked for when the Payne-Aldrich bill was being .fr.amed. They 
also deceived the Members of Congre._qg, 1- can not conceive that 
the Senator from Utah at th~ time he voted for that bill com
prehended' the encmmities which it contained and the deception 
which it contained. 

Mr. SMOOT. Mr. President, the Senator says that we have 
no more information tha:n that furnished by these manufac
turers as to whether there is any other amount than 11 cents 
compensa-tory over and above 33 cents per pound on the 
scoured content. The Tariffi Commission spent $250,000 check
in a up every item, from one end of the country to the other, 
and all over the world. They have gone into all the factories 
of America, and not only America, but in foreign lands, and 
they say that it requires lt pounds of scoured fine wool to 
make a pound of wool cloth. The committee paid no atam
tion to what the manufacturers said. We took the findings of 
the- Tariff Commission. and it cost us $250,()()(} to get that 
information. 

Mr. JONES of New l\Ie:xico. What allowance is made for 
the waste? That waste, I suppose, did not go up. into thin air. 
What became of that? . 

Mr. SMOOT. Of course, the> Senator knows very well that 
in the clipping- of wools there are little short clippings off 
the sheep, called the second . clippings, and m0st of that goes 
into the wool when sacked. Just as soon as it reaches the wool 
washer half of it goes out, and when it reaches the cards the 
other half flies all over the card :room. It is good for no_thing. 
But I say that where the ends b:reak in weaving, or where we 
tie up a thread, there is a little piece of thread lost. 

Not only there, but at every step in the manufacture, from 
the time the wool is first handled to the finished cloth, there 
ai-e losses. In the scouring of it there are losses ; in the 
picker there are- losses-; in the C'Rrdihg there are tosses ; in the 
spinning of it there are losses ; in the beaming of it there axe 
losses; in the weaving of it there are losses; in the finishing 
of it there are losses. Not only that, but there are losses on 
account of every imperfection in the wool. The Ta.riff Com
mission says those losses amount to one-half a pound upon 
every pound and a half of wool that is used. 

I say now, Mr. President, if I were going to la:y out the wool 
to malre the suit of elothes I am wearing, and I wanted a hundred 
pounds of this finished cloth, I could not start with less th.art150 
pounds of wool at the picker. If I got less than 100 pounds 
after starting with 150 pounds at the picker, I would want to 

' know where the extra waste was. 
Mr. POMERENE. Has not the- Senator made a mistake in 

' his mathematics? He sa:id one-half a pound for every pound. 
'. Does he not mean one-third a pound loss in every pound? 

l\Ir. Sl\IOOT. I was speaking the other way, from the 1 pound. 
:· It is one-half on and one-third ofr. 

Mr. POMERENE. I thought the Senator's- language was sus
, cep-tible of misconstruction. 

Mr. SMOOT.. I thank the Senator. One-half on is one-third 
oiI. :l want the Senate to understand that under the bill as it 
was reported to the Senat.e no one is going to get any ru::lvantage. 
T~ woolma.n. gets the- protection: given him, and no one can 

take it away from· hi.in. The· manufacturer does- not get one 
penny of protection. beyond what the bill gives., and he can not 
take it out of the wool grower, as has been don..e in the past 

The whole question is, How much p1:1otectioo. shall we give 
the wool.grow.er? The committee decided that it should be 33 
<rents- a pound on the clean content of the wool, and I want to 
s.ay that it that is agreed to by the Senate I c.an defend every 
rate named.Jn. this bill by wa~ qt pr:oteetion, and eve.i:y compenr 
satory :rate that is wovided for in every paragraph of this 
sehedule. It is not gue_sswork:;. but actual facts, actual results, 
and ~hat every. millma.n will have to1 meet. 

:Mr. WADSWORTH. Will the Senator submit to one o~ tw!l 
questions which I would like, to ask f9T information? 

l\f:r. SMOOT. Certainly. 
Mr. WADSWORTH. Will the Senator state. for example, in 

what grades of wool, roughly speaking, most of the American 
pmdnct falls? 

Mr.. SMOOT. Most of the ·American wool used in cl-0thing 
shrinks 60 pei: cent or abev.e. 

Mr. WADS WORTH.. I am not asking that the grade be de
scribed by percentage, but tbat the grade be desc:nibedi in_ terms 
o:f the- wool buyer. . 

Mr. SMOOT. In. terms of the wool bqyer; it would be "me
dium" and "fine medium." 

Mr. WAD-SW ORTH. What grade is considered the- top 
grade?' 

Mr. SMOOT. The fine wool. 
Mr. GOODING. And we have fine medium. 
Mr SM.OOT. That is a little coarser than the fine: w-00L 

Fine wool comes from the French merin.o1 the full blood. Then 
from th-at thei'e is the fine medimn and the medium ; then there 
is the coa:r.se in the different grades of wool. The finer the grade 
of wool the greater the shrinkage, because all fine wools carry 
more grease than CQ1lrse wools, . and the more g1:ease in the-wool 
the more dirt it gathers in the grazing. . 

Mr. BURSUM. The grazing bas everything toi do with the 
chruracrer of the grease. 

Mr. SMOOT. Not the· character by the quant:icy., 
Mr. BURSUl\I. If they graze on sandy soil, the wool will 

shrink more than where they graze on soil whe.re there is no 
sand. 

l\lr. WADSWORTH. Will the Senator be- gpod enough to 
identify, for my own information, the descriptive terms "half 
blood," "thre~-eighths," anu "qu:arter- blood"'? 

Mr. SMOOT. Half blood is a cross between veey coarse and 
fine sheep~ · 

Mr. WADS WORTH. r know that as a hreeder my,self. but 
to what grade of wool recited by the Senator does that conferm? 

Mr. SMOOT. Coarse wool can only be used in the making of 
certain thread-not the finest of threads, of course~ The finer 
the- wool tile- fin.et• we can spin the thread. I would say our 
wools in Amffica are made into tbireads rtlillling perllaps from 
20s- U{) to 70s. 

Mr. WADSWORTH. What I was asking the Senator is this: 
I happen to know what a half blood is and a three-quarter 
blood and a quarter blood; but expressed in the terms of the 
woal buyer, wllat sort of wool and w:hat grad.e of wool daes 
the half blood sheep produce? The Senat-or has used the ex
press.ion "mediums," fo:r example. 

Mr. SMOOT. A good medium would be a half blood.. .From 
the half blood we could make threads between 50s and '6Qs. 
I do not think we would want to use any finer wool than that 
to make a coarser thread than 50&, when we can make as 
coarse- thread_ as we want to from the mediwn wools. It w-0uld 
not pay to do it. But the half-blood wool is generally b.o.ught 
when a manufacturer wants to make a thread between 50s 
and. 60s. • 

Mr. WAD SW ORTH. What is the half-blood wool? 
Mr. SMOOT. .Al. medinm would be half blood. The half 

blood and the- medium are about the same. 
Mr_ WADS WORTH. Then the three-eighths blood iB still 

lower? 
Mr. SMOOT. A little coarsei:, where you wo.uld hav.e, for 

instance, a fine buck with. a half-breed ewe. 
Mr. WADS WORTH. The quarter blood is coarser still? 
Mr. SMOOT. Yes. 
Mr. WADSWORTH. The information I have is ba.~d upon 

terms used in the breeding of sheep and not in terms of grading 
the wool. I wanted to g€t the two lined up in m~ own mind.. 

Mr. LENROOT. Mr. President, may I ask the Senator frO.ni 
Utah a question? 

l\!r. SMOOT. Certainly. 
· ML LENROOT. Is our productioo, ~. generally three

eighths. an.CL better? 
Mr. SMOOT~ Yes; three.eighths and better. 
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Mr. GOODING. I think I can give the Senator the correct 
amount of the different grades which this country produces. 
These figures are from the Department of Agriculture. It 
gives the production of fine wool in this country, which, of 
course, is the merino. The foundation is taken from two breeds 
of sheep-the merino and the English blood, and as the English 
blood is infused, then come the terms half blood, three-eighths 
blood, quarter blood, and so on down to low quarter. In fine 
wool we are producing 29.3 per cent of our production, halt 
blood 21.8 per cent, three-eighths blood 21.5 per cent, and in 
quarter blood 18.9 per cent. 

Mr. SMOOT. That is, quarter blood and lower. 
l\:lr. GOODING. Then comes low, 1.7 per cent, and we get 

down to what they call braid wool, the lowest of all, which is 
. 68 per cent. That is the percentage of wool produced in this 
country. 

l\1r. SMOOT. To further answer the Senator from New York, 
so that when we reach the yarn·s in the cloth schedule he will 
know, if he desires to refer to what wools are used in this para
graph, I want to put in the R.EcoRD now just what they mean to 
the manufaeturer. In other words, if a manufacturer were 
making, we will say., 44s and below, he would then look out for 
quarter-blood wool. From the three-eighths he makes 50s- to 
56s. From the half blood he makes from 58s up to 60s. If that 
is what he wants, if he wants to make 58s to 60s, be wants 
half-blood wool, and be does not want to· buy any other wool 
because that is the best grade of wool to make those sizes of 
yarns. Then comes the fine wool. If he has a yarn to make 
over 64s and finer than that, he. knows that he has to get fine 
wool in order to make it. 

Mr. OVERMAN. Mr. President, am I to understand that the 
quality of wool is governed by the blood of the animal? 

Mr. SMOOT. Oh, yes, in<leed. 
Mr. OVERMAN. The different grades are according to the 

blood? · 
Mr. SMOOT. Yes, certainly. In other words the merino is 

the finest wool sheep known in the world. Then when you come 
to the Cotswold wool, that is among the coarsest. All the other 
wools are between the low wool and the fine wool, and that 
comes by crossing the different breeds. 

Mr. WADSWORTH. Mr. President, will the Senator permit 
a further question concerning the shrinkage percentages in the 
different grades of wool? 

l\Ir. SMOOT. Oh, they are very great. The coarser the wool 
the lower the shrinkage, because of the fact that in the coarse 
wool there is not the amount of grease. The wool has not so 
much grease in it and will not hold the dirt. The fleece of 
coarse wool can be shaken and most of the dirt will come out 
of it, but you can not do that with the fine wool. It is matted 
close together with the grease. 

Mr. BURSUM. Most of the grade sheep, whether it be coarse 
wool or fine wool, will yield relatively nearly the same number 
of pounds of scoured wool. For instance, some sheep will 
shear 6 pounds. 

l\1r. SMOOT. And some 4 pounds. 
Mr. BURSUM. Or it may be 3 pounds· of scoured wool. 

Others may yield 8 pounds and others may not yield over 2! 
pounds of scoured wool. 

Mr. WADSWORTH. I realize the conditions which give rise 
to the variation in shrinkage. I wanted to have the matter of 
record in the debate. Then is it not a fact that a specific duty 
imposed on the cleaned content results in a very much higher 
ad valorem duty upon the lower grades of wool? 

l\fr. SMOOT. The equivalent ad valorem duty. There is no 
doubt about it. 

Mr. BURSUM. That is true ; but it costs just as much money 
to raise a- pound of scoured wool of the coarse wool as it does a· 
pound of the fine wool--

Mr. SMOOT. That is, the cleaned content. 
Mr. BURSUl\I. Yes; that is what I am speaking of. If the 

cost of production is to be the basis, if the grower of this coun
try is to be permitted to live and make ends meet and be per
mitted to enjoy a reasonable degree of prosperity, so he can get 
along, he must have a duty which will be equivalent to the cost 
of production as compared with the imported cost of wool from 
other countries. 

!\-Ir. WADSWORTH. When the Senator makes that observa
tion, I can not help recollecting that the Senator from Idaho 
[Mr. Goom "G] stated that the production of coarse wools in 
this country is much less than of the better wools. 

1\lr. BURSUl\1. That is true. 
Mr. SMOOT. The half blood is not a coarse wool. 
Mr. WADSWORTH. What I want to figure out is this
Mr. SMOOT. The most popular wool is the half-blood wool 

which goes into mo ·t of the clothing. 

Mr. WADSWORTH. I want to get my own recollection 
straightened out, because I used to know something about it, 
but never all about it. For example, I find the 33-cent specific 
duty imposed upon the cleaned content of any kind of wool--

Mr. BURSUM. Not the carpet wool. 
Mr. WADSWORTH. Well, I know that. I mean any kind of 

wool except carpet wool. It will result upon the low-grade wool 
in an equivalent ad valorem of 137 per cent, and on the next 
higher grade an equivalent ad valorem of 77 per cent. That is, 
on the quarter blood. Those are tremendous rates. 

Mr. BURSUM. It is not a question of rates. 
Mr. WADSWORTH. The man who wants to use that wool 

in manUfactured form at some time or other puts a good deal 
of importance upon a 137 per cent ad valorem duty . 

Mr. SMOOT. I do not think there is any such rate on the 
prices of to-day. I do not know what prices the Senator has 
used. I have here, if the Senator desires, a table showing the 
duty on 100 pounds of wool, on the basis of a 33-cent duty per 
scoured pound, beginning with 90-pound shrinkage and at 33 
cents, showing just what it will cost for the 100 pounds. There 
is very little wool known in the world that shrinks as much as 
90 pounds to the 100. Therefore, beginning with 90 pounds, it 
runs all the way from $3.30 on 100 pounds of 90-pound wool 
down to where the dirt is only 10 per cent, where the price 
runs up to $29.70. That latter figure is hardly known in any 
wools in the world. It would have to be washed wool and 
skirted. I have a table showing the whole thing from the ex
tremes. 

But when we come down to the facts in the case, when we get 
down to about 56 per cent, or between 50 per cent and 60 per 
cent, there we find the bulk of all the wools in the world outside 
of carpet wool, and carpet wool, of eourse, is understood, even 
in this bill, to come in free, through a drawback provision. 

Mr. LENROOT. Mr. President, I would like to ask the Sen
ator a question. As to the wools which we do not produce, why 
should those wools take a 100 per cent rate? 

l\Ir. SMOOT. I will say to the Senator that little would 
come in of the kind of wool of which he speaks, and there 
would not be even that much under prices existing to-day. 
Those are abnormal prices which he has quoted. They go into 
the braids and goods that are carrying a duty here, and are 
not generally used for clothing. 

Mr. POMERENE. Mr. President, we are not able to hear 
the whispering on the other side of the aisle. 

Mr. SMOOT. I do not think I am whispering. 
Mr. POMERENE. The Senator from Utah has his back 

turned this way, and, while we believe he is talking, we are 
not able to hear anything more than a rumbling noise, owing 

-to the confusion in the Chamber. 
Mr~ SMOOT. I will say to the Senator from Wisconsin that 

the wool of which the Senator speaks, the average importa
tions for the four years, taking the four years preceding, was 
less than 4.5 per cent of the total wools consumed in the 
United States. 

Mr. LENROOT. Of the world? 
Mr. SMOOT. Of the United States. 
Mr. LENROOT. Oh, yes ; I know that. 
l\Ir. SMOOT. I mean used in the United States. I do not 

mean raised in the United States; I mean used in the United 
States. Of that 4.5 per cent there is a little over 80 per cent 
imported. 

Mr. LENROOT. Then the Senator would say that upon the 
lower coarse wools the duty is not necessary for the protection 
of the American industry. 

Mr. SMOOT. I will say to the Senator that it cost just as 
much per scoured pound to raise that wool in this country. 

Mr. LENROOT. But we are not raising it here. 
Mr. SMOOT. Oh yes; of this wool we raise about 1 per 

cent of the amount of wool consumed in the Unitoed States. 
l\Ir. GOODING. I might say that is essential in building up 

a flock of sheep. It is the English blood that makes the low
grade wools t~day, although at one time the English wools 
were higher in price than the merino wools on a grease basis. 
I grew them all years ago. While my coarser wools sold read
ily my merino wools were a drug on the market. To-day the 
condition is the reverse. That has been brought about by the 
fact that during the war there was no demand for those coarser 
wools-what are called the low-quarter wools. The Govern
ment did not use any of that kind of wool in making up blan
kets and uniforms. The result was that there was a surplus 
on the world's market of these wools, and they are to-day 
cheaper than they have been for many years. That is the rea
son the price appears low at the present time. However, that 
variety of wool was essential in making up a dual-purpose 
sheep for the farm and for the range. So far &S the wool indus-
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try is concerned, the question is, Do we want that industry to 
exist in America? That is the only question involved. 

Mr. BURSUM. Mr. President--
Mr. SMOOT. Just a moment. I want to say to the Senator 

from Wisconsin that whenever cheviots are the fashion in 
men's clothing-and they do become the fashion, perhaps, in 
cycles of seven or eight years-then coarse wools are in de
mand. It is then almost impossible to get them. I know, Mr. 
President. that a very small quantity of those coarse wools was 
produced in Utah, and about the only wools that I have ever 
bought outside of the State of Utah in order to run the mill 
have been coarse wools. Whenever there has been a cheviot 
season, or a demand for overcoats with coarse wool thread 
made from coarse wools, the manufacturers of woolen goods 
have got to scour the country for that class of wools. 

During the World War, as the Senator from Idaho [Mr. 
GoonING] has suggested, much of this character of wool was 
used by the Government; and yet the Government had to com
mandeer or purchase nearly all of the wool in the United 
States. The Government used all of the fine wool, but when 
the war ceased the Government had coarse wools on hand, great 
quantities of them. What was the Government to do? There 
was not a demand for it. Therefore the Government had to 
accept the loss upon that wool. On those prices, of course, 
brought about by that condition, the rate of duty of 33 cents 
per pound on scoured wool seems very, very high, indeed. 

Mr. GOODING. I understand the Government sold that wool 
as low as 12 cents, and even 7 cents, a pound. If the fashion 
should change to-morrow in favor of Scotch tweed or cheviot 
goods, of which the Senator from Utah has spoken, it would 
be the highest wool in America, and it is essential to the life 
of the industry if we are going to let it live. 

Mr. BURSUl\..1. Mr. President, I desire to call the attention 
of the Senate to certain facts. In nearly every flock of sheep, no 
matter how it may be graded up, there will be a small percent
age of coarse wool produced from the .flock. The duty which 
has been reported by the Committee on Finance on wool is based 
upon the average price of wool. If there were to be any sep
arate classification covering the small percentage of braid or 
coarser wools, that would increase the cost of production here 
and would require a higher duty on the higher-grade wools. It 
seems to me that the percentage is so small that the country 
as a whole will obtain a greater benefit by the average flat 
rate of 33 cents than it would should we undertake to classify 
these wools and grant a much higher duty upon the finer grades 
of wool. 

Mr. GOODING. At this point I wish to say, as to these -low 
wools, as they are called, practically all of them are raised on 
the farm and are on the farm. Ohio, West Virginia, and Michi
gan have a large percentage of the merino wools, although the 
greater proportion of Ohio wools are to-day half blood and lower. 
West Virginia has the highest percentage of merino wool ; then 
comes Ohio ; and then Michigan, if I remember correctly ; but 
Indiana and practically all the remainder of the States pro
duce to a large extent the lower-grade wools which we are now 
discussing and which are so cheap. Some of that class of wool 
is produced in the West, but not a great quantity. 

Mr. LENROOT. That can not be; that is impossible, if the 
Senator's other statement is true as to the percentage of the 
total production. 

Mr. GOODING. I say the larger percentage of that class of 
wool is on the farms. I am talking about half bloods in con
nection with the matter and three-eighths bloods. 

Mr. LENROOT. That is all right. 
Mr. SMOOT. l\.fr. President, l wish again to emphasize the 

fact that the equivalent ad valorems mentioned by the Senator 
were upon abnormal prices. On page 20 of a late publication 
of the United States Tariff Commission, entitled "Recent 
tendencies in the wool trade with special reference to their tariff 
aspects, 1920-1922," it is stated: 

Since the figures in Table 12, as compared with Table 11, indicate 
a marked curtailmtnt in ad valorem equival~nt on foreign valuation 
for the same duties, it is of interest to compare the ad valorem equiva
lents of these duties on a pre-war foreign valuation. As formerly 
stated by the commission, the pre-war valuation is a fair basis to use 
since the abnormally low prices for crossbred wools are steadily being 
corrected. • 

I can not say any more than I have said. I have explained 
how the condition was brought about. It could not have been 
otherwise. The wool was thrown upon the market by our own 
Government, though I do not blame the Government. When 
Government officials spoke ~o me about the matter, I said, "I 
do not know when there will be a demand for these wools; I 
ca~ not tell. The demand may be in one year, in two y.-ears, or 
it may be longer. No one can tell." 

Mr .. BURSUM. But, Mr. President, may I call the Senator's 
attention to the fact that at that time wool was brinaing less 
than 25 per cent of its actual cost to the grower? 

0 

Mr. SM_90T. Some of the wool was sold by our Government . 
~or as low as 12 cents, and I have understood as low as 7 cents 
m some cases. It was included in the purchase of a whole clip, 
and o~ course every Senator knows that few sheepmen have 
all of Just one grade. We have in the West a mixed grade· we 
have no clip of wool but what has to be sorted. ' 

Mr. BURSUl\.1. Mr. President, on that very point the growers 
had borrowed as much as 40 cents a pound on the wool, that 
amount being advanced by the wool dealers. 

Mr. SMOOT. Yes; and if it had not been for the emergency 
tariff act there would not have been a woolgrower of any im
portance in the United States who woold not have been ruined 
:financially. 

Mr. WADSWORTH. Mr. President, will the Senator yield 
now? 

Mr. SMOOT. Yes; I yield. 
Mr. W ADSWORTlI. The Senator referred to me-I think 

he must have been referring to me--as having quoted abnormal 
figures. 

Mr. SMOOT. I know the Senator quoted the values that 
were given at the time. 

Mr. WADSWORTH. There is where the Senator made a 
mistake. The values that I quoted were of June 15, 1922. I 
have them here. 

Mr. SMOOT. They are the abnormal :figures of which I 
speak. 

Mr. WADSWORTH. Let us see if they are abnormal 
Mr. SMOOT. Very well 
Mr. WAD SW ORTH. As to fine foreign wool in the grease 

the valuation is 45! cents in the grease and 95 cents scoured. 
Mr. BUR SUM. Ninety-five cents scoured? 
Mr. WADSWORTH. Yes. 
Mr. BURSUM. How does the Senator tig1lre out 150 per cent 

on that? 
Mr. WADSWORTH. I did not figure it on that; I figured on 

the low. The other figures are: one-half blood, in the grease, 
42t cents; scoured, 75 cents; three-eighths blood, in the grease, 
361 cents; scoured, 59 cents; one-quarter blood, in the grease, 
29 cents; scoured, 43 cents; low, in the grease, 17i cents; 
scoured, 24 cents. I gave what I estimated would be the equiva· 
lent ad valorem on the scoured low. 

Mr. SMOOT. I have not denied that. All I did say was 
that those priees on coarse wools are abnormally low to-day, 
I have here the London prices. 

l\fr. GOODING. The prices the Senator from New York is 
quoting are London prices. 

l\Ir. SMOOT. I have the London prices for July, .1914, and 
of May 19 of this year. 

Mr. WADSWORTH. Does the Senator deny that these wools 
were imported at the prices I have given? 

Mr. SMOOT. No; I am not denying that. 
Mr. WADSWORTH. Then the ad valorem duty should be 

:figured on those prices, should it not? 
Mr. SMOOT. Taking into consideration the shrinkage. 
Mr. WADSWORTH. I will give the Senator the average of 

the shrinkage. The :figures are as follows: Fine, 52 per cent 
shrunk, 48 per cent yield ; half blood, 43 per cent shrunk and 
57 per cent yield ; three-eighths blood, 38 per cent shnmk 62 
per cent yield; one-fourth blood, 33 per cent shrunk and 67 
per cent yield. 

Mr. SMOOT. For quarter blood? 
Mr. WADSWORTH. Yes; and low 28 per cent shrunk and 

72 per cent yield. 
Mr. SMOOT. That is, of course, Australian wool 
Mr. WADSWORTH. Certainly, these are wools that are 

coming in and I am trying to estimate what the equivalent ad 
valorem duty .would be on those wools under the prices given 
for June 15, 1922. 

Mr. SMOOT. If we are going to allow those wools to come in 
here skirted and all the dirt that is po sible taken out of them 
the Senator is right. Here is the last quotation from London. ' 

Mr. GOODING. I have here some prices for July. 
l\Ir. SMOOT. I have the last ones the commission has fur· 

nished. 
l\Ir. LENROOT. From what is the Senator from Utah about 

to read? 
l\Ir. SMOOT. From the compilation entitled " Recent tend

encies in the wool trade," issued by the United States Tariff 
Commission. 

Mr. WADSWORTH. What page? 

./ 
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Mr.. SMOOT. Page 12. The prices are given on the London 
mnrlret on l\fay 19, 1922, as :follows: 

Seventies superfleeces, in pence, 60, which is equivalent to 
~m , 

Mr. WADSWORTH. Is that for wool in the- grease? 
l\fr. SMOOT. That is the clean content. 
Ur. WADSWORTH. That ls scoured 1 
Mr. SMOOT. That is scoured wooI. 
64/67's good medium fleeces, $1.04 a pound; 60/64's good 

medium fleeceE, 92 cents a pound; 64"'s good pieces, 90 cents a 
pound; 58/60 s good medium fleeces, 80 cents a pound ; 56's fine 
crossbred fleeces, 56 cents a pound; 46/50's crossbred fleeces, 
38 cents a pound ; 44's crossbred fleeces, 26 cents a pound ; 
36/ 40's crossbred ffeeces, 22 cents a pound, scoured. 

Mr. WADSWORTH. And my minimum figure is 25 cents. 
We do not differ materially. That ls perfectly evident. 

Mr. SMOOT. I will now, from the same report, give the prices 
in July, 1914, so that we may see what the normal prices were. 
For 46's crossbred fleeces the price was 17 pence in July, 1914, 
which is equivalent to 34 cents a. pound, and now 46's are only 
30 cents. In 1914, 44's crossbred fleeces were 32 cents, and now 
they are only 26 cents. In 1914 the 36/ 40's crossbred fleeces 
were 31 cents, while they are only 22 cents to-day. That is why 
I say that to-day's prices. are abnormal. 

Mr. W ADSWOR'l?H. I thought the Senator said l had read 
from prices during the slump, and that t11ey were abnormal. 

Mr. SMOOT. They were abnormal during the· slump. 
Mr. WADSWORTH. But we are not in a slump now. 
Mr. SMOOT. Yes; we are in a slump now so far as the 

coarse wools are concerned. On the London market th-e demand 
is for fine wools, and they are up to $1.20· a pound as against 
22 cents_ a. pound for coo.r e wools .. 

Mr. WADSWORTH. That does not. indicate a slump. 
l\Ir. SMOOT. It indicaites that there is no demand for the 

coarse wools to speak of, and they are befng thrown upon the 
m rket at almost any price they ean, bring. It means they are 
only getting 22 cents for coarse wools cleaned, and $1.20 for 
the fine. 

Mr. GOODING. Mr. President, :L might say that I know of 
a line- of elips that was held in Boston for three years a low
grade wool, that could not be sold for any price at alL So the 
condition is not normal by any means, so far a low-grade wools 
are concerned. I do nut know whether they are sold to-day 
or not. 

Mr. KENDRICK. Mr. Pl'esident--
1\l.r. SMOOT. I yield to the Senator from Wyoming. 
Mr. KENDRICK. The Senator filom Utah comes from a. 

State· which. is ru heavy producer of wool, as are a number of 
other Western States. I want to ask the Sena.tor if it is not 
true as to tlle application of protection that as the industry is 
stabilized and production placed upon a ound basis the in
vru:iable result has been ultimately to reduce the price to the 
consumers of the country? 

Mr. SMOOT. TheTe is no doubt about that; and the very 
fact that we only have 36,000,000 sheep in the United States 
now as compared with 57,000,000 a few years ago demonstrates 
the conditioill of the sheep business-. • 

Ml'. WALSH of Montana. The same decline is found all over 
the wot"llL 

Mr. SMOOT. It is not so great a percentage in all the 
world, I will say to the Senator. 

Mr. WALSH of Montana. Production has diminished by at 
least 33! per cent. 

Mr. SMOOT. In what country? 
Mr. W KLSH of Montana. In the whole world. 
l\Ir. SMOOT. Our sheep have diminished about 50 per cent. 
l\Ir. WALSH of Montana. Th-e same reduction is going on 

all over the world. 
Mr. SMOOT'. There has been a general reduction, but not 

anything like what we have had here. 
Mr. WALSH of Montana. The figures are available; but, 

if the Senator will pardon me, I should like to make an in
quiry of the Senator from Idaho. I undel"'stood him to say 
that th~ present prices of wool were abnormal. 

Mr. GOODING. Very low for low-grade wool. 
Mr. WALSH of Montana. That is what I wanted to in

quire-whether the Senator considered them abnormally high 
or- abn-0rmal1y low. 

Mr. GOODIKG. Very low so far as the low-grade wool is 
concerned. I have here the Boston and London prices for 
'Joly, and if the Senator will yield for just a minute I should 
like to put them in the RECORD. 

M1·. SMOOT. Yes; I yield. 

Mr. G00DING. These ar~ wools of the same grade, and it 
is agreed by the DepaTtment of Agriculture that the figures 
are correct after having had them checked up. · 

At that time Ohio fine unwashed delaine was selling in 
Boston, scoured, for $1.31 a pound. Australian wool com
parable to Ohio fine delaine was selling in Lomlon for 96 
cents a pound', or a difference of 35 cents a pound. 

Mr. POMERENE. Scoured content? 
Mr. GOODING. Yes; scoUl'ed content. This is the point I 

want to make clear. As far as the woolgrower is concerned he 
never did get the- full amount of the duty. He is not getting it 
now, and he never will. The· manufacturer, who is his only 
market, will not pay it to him. Let me say to the Senators 
who are shedding tears that at the present time there is only 
19 cen~ a pound difference between the low-grade wools, the 
40s selling for 25 cents a pound in London and 44 cents in 
Boston. In other words, there is a difference of 19 cents, or 
26 cents less than the real ta.riff. There is a tariff on that 
same wpol in the emergency bill of 45 cents a pound. In other 
words, the' woolgrower is getting less than half of the duty 
that the emergency tari.fr bill gives him ; so I do not tbink there 
is any need of worrying al'>out that. 

Mr. SMOOT. 'l'hat is because of the fact it is on the grease 
basis, and· only pays 15 cents a pound. · 

Mr. GOODING. That is beeause of the fact, as far as our 
own market is concerned, that only last summer the Government 
soid something like 56,000,000 pounds of this low-grade wool 
that we brought here and did not use at all and forced it onto 
the market. That is the reason that that class of wool is so low 
an:d the same condition prevails all over the world. There is n~ 
use made of this low-grade wool at present; but of course it is 
coming back. There is no doubt about that. 

Mr. WALSH of Montana. Mr. President, I did not get from 
th~ Senator exactly the inform'll.tion which I sought. I was de
sirous of asceTtaining from tbe· Senator whether his statement 
to the e:t!ect that the present prices of wool were abnormal ap
plied to the ordinary western product! 

Mr. GOODING. Yes. They ue higher than they have been 
outside of the period during the war when the Governm~nt 
:trred the price. 

Mr. WALSH of Montana. What the Senator means, then, 
is that the price of the ordinary western product is abnorma n .... 
high? U-J 

Mr. GOODING~ It is higher than it has been for a numb& 
of years; that is true. 

.Mr. WALSH of Montana. And with respect to the k>w
grade wools, the Senator informs us that the price is abnor
mally low? 

.Mr. GOODING. Very much lower, because I have grown 
both grades of wool, and a. few years a:go I think I had thl) 
largest flock in the West of what we call the English blood 
sheep'° and they used to help sell my merino clip.; but the re
verse is true to-day, ·and if you have low-grade wools it is 
almost impos.gible for you to dispose of youT clip at all at any 
price. 

Mr. SMOOT. Mr. President, I do not know whether or not 
the Sena.tor was in the Chamber at the time I made the state
ment that in Londolll they were worth in Jnly, 1914~ 31 cents a 
pound. In London on May 19 of this year they were worth 
only 22 cents a pound. They are abnormally low, and that is 
the world market. 

Mr. BURSUM. Those are the coarse wools? 
Mr. SMOOT. Those are the coarse wools. 
Mr. GOODING. Mr. President I should like to put the rest 

of this statement into the RECORD. 
Mr. POMERENE. Mr. President, before the Senator does 

that will the Senator from Utah yield just for a question? 
Mr. SMOOT. Yes. 
Mr. POMERENE. I am not quite sure that I have correctly 

in my mind the figures which the Senator from Idaho gave; 
but as I understood. him he said that this merino wool, scoured~ 
was worth 49 cents in Boston--

Mr. GOODING. No. 
Mr. POMERENE. And in London 25 cents. 
Mr. GOODING. That was the 1ow grade. If the Senator 

will let me read the whole of the figures, then he will have them 
correct. 

l\Ir. POMERENE. I know ; but I want the Senator to 
straighten me out if I am w1·ong about it. The duty was 45 
cents?' 

Mr. GOODING. The duty was 45 cents. 
Mr. POMEREl\TE. Now, the question I wanted to ask was 

this : If the price here was 49 cents and the price in London 
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was 25 cents and the duty was 45 cents, how and to what extent 
has that actually benefited the flockmaster? 

Mr. GOODING. If there were not a duty on the wool, he 
would have the London prices. 

Mr. BURSUM. Mr. President--
Mr. GOODING. If the Senator will permit me, I should like 

to put this table in the RECORD, so as to give the different prices. 
I remember when wool was on the free list seeing it sell for 
4 cents a pound, and during the first year that it was on the 
free list it sold for an average of 61 cents a pound in the West. 
There is not any question about the fact that the manufacturer 
drives the sharpest bargain that he can all the time, and be 
will never give us the full amount of the duty under the sys
tem that we have at the present time-not until we have a law 
in this country that permits his compensatory duty to be the 
difference between a pound of wool in Boston and a pound 
of wool in London. If I may be permitted to put in these fig
ures, however, I will show the Senator the different prices of 
the wool. 

Mr. POMERENE. I shall be ·rnry glad to have that done; 
but the duty seems to be twice the difference between the 
London market and the Boston market. That is one of the 
things I did not quite understand. 

Mr. SMOOT. I will say to the Senator that this is how that 
happened : It is 15 cents a pound, and that wool is imported 
into the United States in the grease, and the shrinkage is very 
low and therefore· they do not pay on the wool content but 
they pay, upon this class of goods, on the wool in the grease. 

Mr. POMERENE. But the fact, nevertheless, remains that 
there have been very great variations in price when we had a 
high protective duty, and there have also been very great 
variations of price when there was a comparatively low duty. 
That is the truth about it; and there are many things that 
enter into the price of wool other than the mere statutory duty 
that may be fixed by the Congress. 

Mr. SMOOT. I will say to the Senator that with a scoured
content duty they will not get around it. 

1\Ir. POMERENE. I think that is an improvement on the old 
system. I have not any doubt about that myself. 

l\Ir. SMOOT. Nobody is going to get away from that. 
Mr. GOODING. In reply to the Senator from New York, 

who thinks there is importation of this lower-grade wool, I 
wish to say that it hardly seems possible that they would import 
that wool at the present time even and hold it in bond, when it 
is selling in this country for 44 cents a pound on the Boston 
market; but I should like to finish this statement for the REC
ORD, so that it will all be in the RECORD together. 

Territory fine staple is selling in Boston for $1.26 a pound. 
The same class of wool in London is selling for 90 cents. There 
is a difference of 36 cents, although there is a tariff of 45 cents 
a pound. This is the scoured content. 

Ohio half bloods are selling in London at 83 cents and in 
Boston for $1.08, a difference of 25 cents. 

1\!r. PO:MERENE. As of what date? 
:Mr. GOODING. This is the 1st of July. So there is 15 

cents difference between the pound of Ohio fine wool, when 
you add the duty to the London price, as against the price that 
they pay for it in Boston. In other words, the woolgrower is 
getting 15 cents a pound less than the 45 cents, or he is getting 
30 cents protection instead of 45. 

Mr. POMERENE. I do not want to interrupt the Senator, 
but he spoke of Ohio wools in the London market. Did I 
understand him to say that? 

1\Ir. GOODING. These are comparable wools that I am 
quoting. 

Mr. POMERENE. Then the Senator wants to correct him
self, does he? As I understood him, he said "Ohio wools in 
the London market." He means simply comparable wools of 
foreign origin. Is that it? 

Mr. GOODING. Yes. It should be properly styled Aus
tralian superwarp spinning 60s, which is comparable to Ohio 
half bloods. That will make it clear, of course. 

Australian good top making, 60s to 64s, selling in London 
for 83 cents and in Boston for $1.15. In this case the Ohio 
woolgrower is getting 32 cents protection on a pound of 
scoured wool. 

Australian good styles, 56--same as Territories, three-eighths 
blood, in this country-selling in London for 66 cents, in Bos
ton for 89 cents, or a duty of 23 cents a pound, as against 45, 
which the emergency tariff bill provides for. 

Australian good styles, 46, selling in London for 33 cents, 
selling in · Boston for 56 cents, or a protection of 23 cents a 
pound. 

Australian good styles, 40 to 46, territory braids-that is, 
the English blood--selling in London for 25 cents, in Boston 

for 44 cents. The grower of what we call braid wool in this 
country is getting a duty of 19 cents a pound instead of 45, 
as the emergency bill gives him. 

So I can hardly believe that there is any of that kind of 
wool imported in bond, because there is a surplus of it in 
America at the present time. I think the Senator from New 
York must be mistaken in that respect. 

Mr. SMOOT. Just one word more, and then I will yield 
the floor. 

I know that it will be pointed to time and again during the 
discussion of this schedule that on these low-shrinkage wools 
the equivalent ad valorem will be exceedingly high. I want to 
emphasize again the fact that only 4-! per cent of all of the 
wool consumed in the United States is of that class, and we 
raise in the United States only 20 per cent of that amount, or, 
in other words, less than 1 per cent of the wool used in the 
United States is of the character which has been referred to 
to-day. 

Mr. POl\fERENE. I should like to ask the Senator a question, 
because this is a matter which has disturbed me a good deal. I 
think I heard the Senator from Utah say, within six months, or 
such a matter-in any event it was said by some one on the 
floor of the Senate-that we had at that time a two-year stock 
of wool here in the United States, and very recently the state
ment has been made that the supply was very meager. 

Mr. SMOOT. I did not say in the United States. I said in 
the world. 

Mr. POMERENE. What does the Senator mean by that? 
Mr. SMOOT. I said here upon one occasion, as I remember, 

that there was an overproduction of wool in the world. 
Mr. POMERENEl I can not refer to the page of the RECORD 

now, but, as I recall the Senator's statement, he was speaking 
of the supply in the United States. 

l\1r. SMOOT. I called attention to the fact that the testimony 
given before the committee-and I think it was sustained by 
the Tariff Commission-was that there was a greater quantity 
of wool at that date in the world, for that season of the year 
than at any other time in the history of the world. ' 

Mr. POMERENE. Of course, in the last two years, I take it, 
there has been a smaller consumption of wool. 

Mr. SMOOT. Before that there was. 
Mr. POMERENE. Throughout the world there has been less 

wool used, because in Europe particularly . they have not been 
able to make the purchases which they normally would, because 
of the economic and financial conditions. 

Mr. SMOOT. That naturally results in a backing up of the 
wool. 

l\Ir. POMERENE. Undoubtedly so. 
l\Ir. SMOOT. In a short statement made by the Tariff Com-

mission in relation to the clean content I find this statement-
Mr. PO:\fERENE. From what page is the Senator reading? 
Mr. S~l OT. Page 22: 
From the fore~oing it is evident that specific clean-content duties 

remove the tariff discrimination against imports of heavy-shrinking 
wools which has characterized specific grease-pound duties. 

I want to emphasize again the fact that if the woolgrower is 
to receive a protection upon wool it has to be on the scoured 
content, and never again upon the wool in the grease. 

I do not want to repeat what I have said, but I want to em
phasize the fact that while in the Payne-Aldrich law the wool
grower was ostensibly given a duty of 11 cents a pound he never 
received more than 7.6 cents a pound, and on the average be
tween 5 and 6 cents a pound upon wools imported into the 
United States. 

Mr. · POMERENE. Whatever may be done here, I feel that 
whatever duty we vote upon the scoured content it will be an 
improvement upon the other, and avoids the possibility of de
ception. 

STRIKE CONDITIO:NS IN CONNECTICUT. 

Mr. KING. Mr. President, I regret that the able junior Sen
ator from Connecticut [Mr. McLEAN] is not in the Chamber, 
because during a discussion of the tariff bill some days ago ref
erence was made by me to the State of Connecticut. It grew 
out of the fact that the able Senator from Connecticut is a 
member of the Finance Committee and has been active in secur
ing high duties upon textile manufactures. 

I alluded to what I understood to be the facts, that there 
had been a number of strikes in Connecticut; that the wages in 
the textile mills were low, and then I stated, by way of gen
eralization, that in many of the industries where high tariff 
duties were imposed wages were lower than in many of the 
industries where there was no tariff, or if there were a tariff, 
the rates were comparatively low. 

The able Senator from New York [1\Ir. WADSWORTH] asked a 
number of questions during the discussion and expressed swr· 
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prise, as I understood him, at the statement that the~e had been 
st'..'ikes in the State of Connecticut. I called attention at that 
time to a letter which I had received from Mr. O'Meara, the 
president of the Federation of Labor of the State of Connecticut. 
After the colloquy I sent a copy of the RECORD to Mr. O'Meara 
and asked him to 'Send me such information as he cared to 
relating to the questions Taised in the discussion between the 
Senator from Connecticut, the Senator from New York, and 
myself. 

I am in receipt of a letter from him under date of July 20. 
It is somewhat long, but I take the liberty of reading it, because 
of the facts which he states in this letter. After addressing 
me, be says: 

Supplementing my statements made in letter of May 15, 1922--

That is the letter excerpts from which I put into the RECORD. 
I wt.sh to state that my comment made in that letter was prompted 
by vour able statements in the Senate of the United States under date 
of Thursday May 11, 1922, and which statements appeared in the CON
GRESSIONAL 

1

RmcoRD, on page 6562, which read as follows in part : 
"Mr. President I repeat what I said a ·moment ago, that a large pa.rt 
of the 'Population working in the mills in the State of Connecticut were 
foreign. There ,were strikes in the mills and factories 1because of the 
injustice which the mill owners perpetrated upon the laborers whom 
they emploved, etc." 

Now in relation to that part of my letter which referred to the sys
tem oi slavery !Jracticed in this State, even of this date, I desire to 
state the following : 

I am inclosing to you an application card for employment at the 
plant of the Colombia Graphophone Co., situated in the city of Bridge
port, Conn., which I have marked " Exhibit A." 

The card: is here. 1 shall not ask that it be inserted in the 
RECORD, for the reason that I think the subsequent statements 
of the writer substantially state the important features in the 
·card. 

Referring to the card, he continues: 
Please note the inquiry, "Are you union or nonunion~" 
Please note the inquiry, "Rate of wages you expect?" 
Please note the agreement that they ask a man or woman to sign 

without first knowing what they are to abide by after signing. 
I a:m inclosing to you an application card copy such as is used by 

the Employers' Associlltion of New Ha~nl.9onn., through their metal 
trades division, which I have marked " J!;xn.init B." 

I have that here, but I shall not ask that it go in the RECORD. 
I continue reading: 

When an employee desires to seek work in any of the plants con
trolled by this system, .and there are very few that are not working it, 
or when he ceases his or her employment at any of these plants, you 

·will note that when the employment ceases the card is sent to a cen
tral office with all of the information wanted thereon, and upon seek
ing a new position he is told, generally speaking, to come around 
the next day, and in the interim the central office gives out the infor
mation so desired, and you can readily understand just what c'111uce 
a poor fellow would have to get employment with another employer 
if his former one did not wiBh to let go of him. A perusal of this 
card copy will, I am sure, give you an idea of the system that tile 
factory worker is up against in Connecticut. 

And to still further strengthen this blacklist system, emplorers of 
.this State saw fit to present in the form of a bill at the leg1sla.tive 
·session of 1919 that called for a severe penalty upon anyone that, 
whe in seeking employment in Connecticut, and was found out giving 
another name other than his legal one, which had to be resorted to 
and is to·d.!ly by men in order to get work. 

nut th:l.llks to divine justice, due to ·severe factional difforenc~ in 
the committee of the judiciary at that time, the bill was not reported 

ou~elative to my statement of the bringing into the city of Nt>w 
Britain, Conn., numbers of foreigners, I run inclosing to you, Mr. Sena
tor a newspaoer article under date of .April 17, 1921, and which I 
ha~e marked r. Exhibit C." 

1..~e article is from the Hartford-New Britain News, under 
date of April 17, 1921, and in large letters these words appear: 

New Brita.in Spa.niards threaten to burn factory of big company 
which brought them from Spain. Foreigners imported to compete 
with American labor indignant that they can not get work. New 
.Britain has 8.50 Spaniards, Bridgeport 1,000, and Meriden has a 
colony. Cities must feed la'borers brought into America. Interview 
·with " King " of New Britain Spaniards incriminates great hardware 
concern. 

There is a long statement showing the importation of these 
poor people from abroad; and I will not say the persecutions 
but the hardships to which they are exposed after being brought 
to the United States to work in these highly protected indus
tries. Without reading the article, I ask that it may be inserted 
at this point in the reading of this letter. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. BROUSSARD in the chair). 
Is there objection? The Chair hears none, and it is so ordered. 

The article is as follows : 
What is Connecticut going to do with its Spaniards imported into 

the State for the purpose of eompeting with Ami!rican labor during 
the war and stranded now, with little to eat, in a strange land after 
they were brought here to help the manufacturing interests make 
money? 

New Britain has 850 Spaniards on its hands. Bridgeport has 1,000. 
Meriden has a small colony which went to the city hall in a body last 
week and demanded food and got it. 

The Meriden group of about 40 was stranded in the Silver City 
alter having been brought there by the Abertbaw Construction Co., 
which was building a factory. 

The New Britain colony came to work in the factories there, espe
.cially at the plant of Landers, Frary ~ Clark. 

IMPORTl!lD BY A1tU:RICANlZ~TION WORKE-ll.S. 

The president of Landers, Frary & Clark is Charles F. Smith, promi
nent member of the State board of education, which body is spending 
a lot of money in its Americanization campaign. 

The Landers people do not like to be reminded of it, but there is 
pretty good evidence that they aided in bringing the Spaniards to New 
Britain, and this subsequent to the time when Governor Holcomb 
warned of foreign agitators secretly meeting and subsequent to the 
time when the State board of education became interested in preserv
ing American institutions by teaching foreigners English. 

The number of Spaniards who can talk English is slim, as they have 
not been in this country more than two years. They were not brought 
here to help win the war. They were brought here to supply the de
mand for labor after the war. 

Coming from a country where economic conditions are not much 
better than they were in Russia under the rule of the Czar, they lead 
a communistic form of life, whkh is out of sympathy with the pre
-vailing form of existence in America, a.nd a Spaniard is not pro
verbially meek and mild. 

A FII!.EBRA.ND LE.TTER. 

The temper of some of the New Britain Spaniards ls revealed by 
the following letter, written in Spanish to Landers, Frary & Clark. 
Its publication last week, much to the disgust of the Landers officials, 
was the sensation of the Hardware City. 

The letter, dated January 31, 1921, was on a cheap grade of paper. 
At the top of the sheet was written the words " Span " and " New 
Britain " and the date in English. 

The letter as translated follows: 
"LANDERS, FRARY & CLARK : 

"'You will give work to the Spaniards, or within two days they will 
come together to the factory and set fire to it. And this promptly, 
for it is not right to turn the Spaniards out into the street and keep 
the others. I repeat, turn the Spaniards out into the street and all 
those who come to the 1abor burean and are ·not employed will do 
damage to the factory unless you pay for their voyage back to Spain. 
If you do not do this, you will su11'er. ' Don't take it as a joke.' .,, 

OFFICIALS SHOCKED. 

It is hard to say who were shocked the most. the people of New 
Britain when they read of this remarkable threat or the officials of 
the company when they learned that a New Britain newspaper had 
the audacity to print such a letter. 

The company and the Spanish-American Mutual Benefit Association 
have been at work for two months trying to discover who wrote the 
anonymous letter. The police conducted an investigation with secrecy. 
The news was obtained through the mutual benefit association, which 
was not " OD " to the American Waf of keeping the public in the 
dark about what is going on and which passed resolutions promising 
to do all in its power to find out who wrote the letter. 

TEA.R DOWN GATES. 

Together with news of the letter came the information that a few 
weeks ago a crowd of Spaniards went to one of the gates of Landers, 
Frary & Clark and gesticulated wildly, speaking Spanish. It is even 
said that they tore down one of the gates. It is not known what 
they were excited about. 

lW MEANS OF SUPPORT. 

New Britain's mayor inaugurated a census of the unemployed at City 
Hall one day last week.. The very first day 1,600 men came to City Hall, 
and the building was scarcely big enough to hold them. 

One of the Spaniards, who filled out a questionnaire, said that he had 
been in New Britain five months, had been out of work five months 
and bad never received a cent of wages since landing. He arrived just 
as the unemployment wave struck the State. 

In view of ·the fact that hundreds of men are without visible means of 
support, which, according to Ainerican civilization, is a misdemeanor 
unless the victim sits still in one place, people of New Britain, who will 
have to pay the bills and support the non-English-speaking foreigners, 
are wondering who brougnt these Spaniards over and how it came about 
that they were allowed to get into this country. 

There is a feeling among .some of the taxpayers that if the factories 
brought the Spaniards over they ought to help them ont financially 
instead of letting them come onto the city for support. The Mutual 
Benefit Association has only '-$500 left, and hundreds of Spaniards are 
practically without funds. 

" KING FERDfNAND." 

In order to find out how the Spaniards came to New Britain, and to 
ascertain whether there was any truth to the supposition that the 
Landers, Frary & Clark factory had broken the United States laws 
against importing foreigner laborers, the Herald reporter, with a friend 
visited the home of Fernando Faragoza in the block at 35 Chestnut 
Street, directly opposite the car barns. 

Ferdinand is popularly supposed to be the king-pin among the 
Spaniards, and it did not take long to find out that this was so. 

!<\. COMMUNIST LIFlll, 

Ferdinand was ready to talk and made himself agreeable. The brick 
block houses 80 SpaniardB. They are crowded into the building as close 
as they can get. The many rooms are crowded with beds and the cellar 
is the dining room, where all of the roomers dine as one large family, 
according to the communist plan. 

All help in doing the work, although most of them are too poor to 
contribute much to maintaining the larder, the burden of which comes 
upon Ferdinand. 

There are women in the crowd as well as men. The sanitary condi
tions are not of the best, but such can not be expeeted when 80 Span
iards are crowded into one building. 

BROUGHT 700 TO TOWN. 

Ferdinand, in response -to questioning, said: 
"I have been in New Britain 16 months and have brought 700 

Spaniards to the city in that time. 
" I was working for the Union Construction Co. of Boston. We 

bad a big job at Egypt on the Massachusetts shore, and 1inally I was 
working for the company on a big dam in New York State. · 

"It was while on the dam job in New York State that . the Landers 
people got in touch with me. The arrangements were made through 
a Mr. Hubert at the employment office. I was to bring 59 men to 
the Landers factory from the dam, and I was to have a job as fore
man at the factory. 

"This arrangement -was satisfactory, and I brought the. 59 men 
and became an assistant foreman. Later I got other Spaniards to. 
come to work for Landers. 
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"I wrote letters to Spain. I got 30 men at one time for the city. 

'Mike,' of the street department, wanted 30 men and I got them for 
him. 

STARTED IllCSTAURANT. 
" I worked at the Landers factory for a while and then started the 

Spanish restaurant on Commercial Street. I kept getting more men 
trom Spain. All told, I have brought 700 Spaniards to New Britain. 
There were none here before I came 16 months ago. 

"I had five different pieces of property, but now all I keep is this 
block on Chestnut Street. I lease it for two yeazs for $4,800, or $200 a 
month. 

" The Landers factory ls not helping me out now. It ls a big expense 
to keep this crowd together. The Corbin screw factory has hired a 
few men." 

A MAN OB' MBIA.NS. 

Questioning as to how much he was worth did not bring a definite 
answer from Ferdinand. 

It was noticeable that anybody in the block when questioned where 
Ferdinand was dropped everything and hastened to find him. It is ap
parent that he holds the economic position of advantage. 

Rumor is that Ferdinand, besides whatever benefit may have accrued 
to him as procuring help for Landers, Frary & Clark, extracted liberal 
sums from the Spaniards whom he brought to this country in return for 
getting them jobs. 

It is also apparent that the colony is living otr h1s money at the 
present time, and that he has money or he wouldn't be able to keep up 
the establishment. 

Mr. KING. Referring to the efforts made by the Spaniards 
to secure work, and their threats to burn certain plants if they 
did not get work, the writer says: 

Please note the fact that on the dates of these occ.n.rrences that 
the president of this great and infiuential concel'D was a member 
of the State board of education, and that this said board W8.!f then 
and at this date is spending large sums of money on Ameticamzation 
work. 

From reliable information it appears that this gentleman is not now 
a member of the State board. 

I am inclosing a book photo, taken from a report of the department 
of labor of the State of Connecticut, which I have marked "Ex-
hibit' D." . 

While the notation underneath the picture might convey the infor
mation that this ecene was only during the war days, still fa.cts re
main that these same class o! people are working in the mills and 
factories that yon see in the picture, and is not it true o! your words 
stated in the Senate under date of May 11 : " Mr. President, I repeat 
what I said a moment ago, that a large part of the population work
ing in the mills and !a.ctories in the State of Connecticut were 
foreign." 

The photograph which is forwarded to me shows a laTge 
number of men, and an examination of the photograph clearly 
indicates the foreign nationality of the hundreds of persons 
shown in the photograph. Of course, I shall not ask that the 
photograph be inserted in the REcoRD. Mr. O'Meara continues: 

I am inclosing a book photo, taken trom a reP-Ort ot the department 
of labor of the State of Connecticut, which I have marked " Ex
hibit E." 

The book photo referred to shows a number of little children, 
I should judge from their appearance, from a year ·to 3 years 
old, who the letter indicates are maintained in the houses or in 
the rooms attached to the factories, brought there by their 
mothers while their mothers are at work in the factories. I con
tinue reading: 

You can easily see, Mr. Senator, what a condition this is; little 
babies in factory welfare rooms while mothers are working; no parental 
care to have the baby feel that it should be in a home instead of 
reared in a factory. Please note how they are dressed up in order to 
correspond to the setting of the Christmas tree. 

I wish to state that there was in the year 1913 factory workers in 
the State of Connecticut to the number of 169,677, which increased 
in numbers, when in 1918 the total reached approximately 355,994. 
These numbers in 1918 included approximately 100.000 females. 

I made the charge that many women worked in these textile 
mills, and that children likewise worked in many of the textile 
mills. This corroborates the statement which I made. 

This number of factory workers are. represented through some 54 
nationalities, as follows: . . " . 

Albanian, American, A:meman, AU;Strallan, A~strian, Ba~onian, Bel
gian Bohemian. Brazill.an, Buiganan, Canadian, Croatian, Cuban, 
Czecho-Slovak, Danish, Dutch, Egyi>.~an, English,_ Finnis~. French, 
Galician, German, Greek, Hebrew. Hindu, Hungarian, Indian, Irish, 
Italian, Japanes~ Lettlsh, Lithuanian, Livonian1 Mexican, ~orwegian, 
Persian Polish, rortuguese, Porto Rican, Rumaman, Rutheman, Scotch, 
Serbian; Slovak, Slavish, South ~mericans,, Spanish, Swedish, Swiss, 
Syrian Turkish, Welsh, West Indian, Ukraman. 

Ill the year 1910, Mr. Senator, there were within the State of Con
necticut persons of foreign birth to the number of 328,759. 

There were fa the same year engaged in gainful occupations 200,000 
foreign-born persons. 

There was in the same year an approximate estimate made of 
foreign-born empl<Jyees in Connecticut, and the figures were placed at 
50 per cent. 

1\Iy cllarge was that many foreigners were employed in the 
protective industries of the United States, and this letter indi
cates that 50 per cent of the persons employed in Connecticut 
mills were foreign born. 

There were in the same year 67,327 foreign-born people who were 
unable to speak the English language. 

There were in the same year 49,202 foreign-born people who were 
unable to read or write in any language. 

There were in the same year an approximate of 85,000 males of 
military age (18 to 45) that were unnaturalized, and who could not 
be required under existing treaties to fight for the United States when 

·an emergency would come. 

I wish to state that Connecticut ts one of the three smaller States 
ofthtbe Union, having an approximate of 5,004 square miles, or, in 

in
o er words, you can ride <Jn a train in a direction from east to west 
th three and one-halt hours' time and from a northerly direction to 

e south in approximately one and <Jne-half hours. 
During the years enumerated below the State of Connecticut has 

had a most shameful record for industrial fighting, and the two main 
cause~ ol these disturbances are given according to written history 
as being caused by unrest and demands !or more wages. 

Now, if the Senator from New York is interested, and I stated 
that I did not think he would be interested in the number of 
strikes, he will listen with attention to this record of strikes: 

In the year ending October, 1901, thel'e were 11
1
250 persons engaged 

in strike difficulties, with a loss of 250,168 days' time. 
In the year ending October, 1902, there were 104 strikes 10 141 per

sons engaged in strike difficulties, with a loss of 235,453 days' 'time. 
And by the way, these two years were the enes that Senator GlllOBG!I 

P. McLEAN was governor of the State of Connecticut. 
In the year ending October, 1903, there were 99 strikes, 9,217 persons 

engaged in strike difficulties, with a loss of 270,449 days' time. 
In the year ending October, 1904, there were 36 strikes, 2,699 persons 

engaged in strike difficulties, with a loss of 61,218 days' time. 
In the year ending November 30, 1905, there were 2,948 persons en

gaged in strike difficulties, with a loss of 51,682 days' time. 
In the year ending October, 1906, there were 62 strikes, 6,604 persons 

engaged in strike difficulties, with a loss of 160,344 days' time. 
In the year ending March, 1907-no record of the number of strikes, 

no record of the number of persons engaged-with a loss of 101,000 
days' time. 

In the year ending October 30, 1908, there were 3
1
460 persons en

gaged in strike ilifficulties. with a loss of 34,194 days' l:ime. 
In the year ending October 30, 1909, thel!'e were 5,828 persons en

gaged in strike difficulties, with a loss of 56!r,457 days' time. 
In th~ year ending November 30, 1910, there Welle 51 strikes, 8,367 

persons engaged in strike difficulties, with a loss of 65 395 days• time. 
In the year ending October 31., 1911, there were 2,602 persons en

gaged in strike di.ffieUlties, with a loss of 29,240 days' time. 
In the years ending 1912 and 1913 there are no available records. 
In the years ending November 30, 1914, November 30. 1915, Novem

ber 30, 1916, there were 4,22 strikes--68,000 persons engaged in strike 
ditliculties, with a lO'Ss of 650,000 days' time. 

In the years ending November 30, 1917, and November 30, 1918, 
there were 183 strikes-33,400 persons engaged in strike difficulties, 
with a lOliJS of 509,432 days' time. 

In the years ending November 30, 1919, and November 30, 1920, 
there were 280 strikes-75,943 persons engaged in strike difficulties, 
:with a loss of 1,307 ,508 day'S' time. 

But the Senator from New York said, as I understood him, 
that he had not heard of any strikes in Connecticut. 

The reports for the years 1921 and 1922, ending June 30, 1922, are 
now in the compiling form and are not ready for publication. 

In other words, there have been in these years m the State of Con
necticut 235,459 wage earners engaged 1ri industrial strife, which 
total a loss in days time to society of 4,295,540 days, and in these trou
bles human life was sacrificed, especially thO'Se that were engaged in 
the metal industry. 

Some of the principal indu trial difficulties took place at the follow-
ing plants: 

American Brass Co., Waterbury and Ansonia. metal industry. 
Rock Manufacturing Co., Rockville, textile industry. 
Benedict & Burnham Co., Waterbury, metal industry. · 
Randolph & Clowes, Waterbury, metal industry. 
Chase Rolling Mille, Waterbury, metal industry. 
Scovill Manufacturing Co., Waterbury, metal industry. 
Plume & Atwood Co., Waterbury, metal industry. 
Waterbury Manufacturing Co., Waterbury, metal industry. 
Ald:rkh Mills, Moosup, terlile industry; this strike is still on, July, 

192.2. 
Mattatuck Manufacturing Co., Waterbury, metal industry. 
Waterbury Clock Co., Waterbury, metal industry. 
Flll'l'ell Foundry Co., Waterbury and Ansonia, metal industry. 
Oi::h-Orn & Cheef'lman Co., Ansonia. mPtal industry. 
Yale & Towne Co., Stamford, metal inuustry. 
Warner Bros. Co., Bridgeport, textile industry. 
Geo. C. Batchelder Co., Bridgeport, textile industry. 
La Resist.a. Co., Bridgeport, textile industry. 
Columbia Graphophone C~:1 Bridgeport; metal industry. 
International Silver Co., Meriden, metal industry. 
MiamllS Manufacturing Co., Mianms, textile industry. 
Underwood Manufacturing Co., Hartford, metal indnstry. 
Belding Manufacturing Co.:.z Roekvllle, textile industry. 
Stafford Worsted Co., Stan:ord, textile industry. 
Sperry & Barnes, New Haven. Conn., packing industry. 
New Haven Cluck Co.~ New Haven, Conn., metal industry. 
Goodyear Metallic Co., Naugatuck, rubber industry. 
Glastonbury Manufacturing Co;.z Glastonbury, textile industry. 
Warren Woolen Co., Stafford l:!prin~s, textile industry. 
Riverside Woolen Co., Staiford Sprrngs, textile industry. 
Winchester Repeating Arms Co., New Haven, Conn,.. metal industry, 
Joseph Loth Co., Norwalk, Conn., textile industry. 
Rhode Island Woolen Co., Stafford Springs, textile industry. 
Bigelow-Hartford Co., Thompsonville, :textile industry. 
E. J. Manville Co., Waterbury, Conn., metal industry. 
It might not be amiss at this part of my supplemental letter to state 

that two concerns mentioned in the above list-namely, the Scoville 
Manufacturing Co., of Waterbury, Conn .. and the American Brass Cf>., 
which controIS the brass industry, what is termed the Naugatuck Valley, 
which runs from Derby, Ansonia, and Shelton, three cities on the south 
of the valley, up to Torrington, Conn., on the north-have made im
mense profits of recent years, some of which I am pleased to report. 

There is one specially interesting point to which I wish to 
call particular attention: 

The Scovill Manufacturing Co. increased its profits from an average 
of $523,158 during the pre-war years to an increase of over $8,000,000 " 
for the years 1916, 1917, and 1918; this meant an increase in the rate

1 on capital stock from 10.5 per cent to 164.9 per cent. In the year 1916 , 
it took a profit of over ~13,000,000 on $5,000,000 worth of capital 1 stock, equivalent to 268 per cent on investment. 
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Tll;l t is one of the evils of the tariff system. It builds up by 
tariff legislation great corporations which pay small wages to 
their employees and enormous profits to the stockholders. Here 
was one company paying during those two years $13,000,000 
profits on a capital stock of $5,000,000. 

The American Brass Co., with three times as much capital stock, 
increased its profits from an average of $1,88-0,897, or 12.15 per cent, 
prior to the war to an average of over $7,000,000, or nearly 73.3 per 
cent , for the war years. In 1916 it took profits equivalent to 73.3 per 
cent on $15,000,000 capital stock. 

And in .Tune, 1920, when the employees of the unskilled class asked 
for an increase of wages that would average $4.50 per day at the 
Scovill Manufacturing Co., one of the most severe industrial wars 
broke out by the refusal of the company to give these people a little 
more, and during a riot outside the plant of this company during this 
war death ensued and many of the police officers were badly injured. 

The population of the State of Connecticut, according to the 1920 
census was 1,380 631. 

On September 3o, 1921, there were 353,684 children in the State of 
Connecticut between the ages of 4 years and 16 years. 

On the conclusion of the year 1919 there was 340,404 employees in 
the mills and factories of the State of Connecticut-256,192 males and 
84,~12 females. 

There was prud to this number of employees in the year 1920 the 
um of $420,955,341, leaving an average wage slightly over $3 per 

diem. 
Government and State taxes, railroad and trolley rates, house rents, 

and many of the things that the wage earners got to have to exist 
·have gone up in leaps since then, and severe industrial troubles have ex
isted since 1920 and are now existing at this date against reductions in 
wages in this State. 

There is no record reliable in form that will give the numbers of 
wage earner· that own their own homes, but the company-owned sys
tem of homes is still in operation in the mill towns of Connecticut. 

I wish to sUite that a commission was named by the Legislature of 
Connecticut-I - mean provided for--that had to do with the investi
gating of the conditions of the wage-earning women and minors, and 
t.his commission was appointed in the year 1911 by the governor of the 
State under special act No. 276. 

This commission consisted of the following persons : 
Dr. James W. McLane, Miss Alice Hill Chittenden, Mrs. Fannie 

Burke, .Tames P. Woodru~ and Patrick H. Connolley. 
The commission met ror the first time October 3, 1911, at the 

city of Hartford, Conn., and elected Dr . .Tames W. McLane as the 
chairman. 

Doctor McLane plunged into the work of this commission with so 
much energy that his health failed him, and lre was relieved by his 
own request in August, 1912; the governor then appointed Dr. Charles 
E. Brayton as bis successor, and with great regret do I state that in 
the midst of his work for this important commission Doctor Brayton 
died suddenly on December 2, 1912, and the work was finished by the 
remaining four members of the commission naming the Hon . .Tames 
P. WoodrulI as chairman and Miss Alice Hill Chittenden as the 
·ecretary. 

The commission investigated the cotton, silk, metal, rubber, and 
ready-made corset industries. 

The commission had for its aids some of the most enlightened and 
well-versed people of the United States. . 

The commission in its final report cJDade special mention of the 
valuable services rendered to it by none other than that very learned 
gentleman, Hon. Henry W. Farnum, of Yale University. 

I wish to give some of the statements as picked from various 
paragraphs of the report of the commission bearing on the wages paid 
to employees. 

On page 16f subdivision of the compiled Connecticut documents, 
appears the to lowing : 

"A close study of the table shows that in the cotton industry 29.28 
per cent of the women employed earned less than $7; in silk 58.15 
per cent earned less than that; in metal the number falls to 48.99 
per cent; in corsets to 50.14 per cent; in rubber to 49.43 per cent; 
while the earnings of 48.40 per cent of all those employed in these 
industries fall below the $7 wage scale. It is, therefore, evident that 
practically one-half of the women employed in these factories earn less 
than a living -wage." 

On page 31 appears the following : 
" No children were found employed on night wol"k in the industries 

investigated, but in the cotton and silk mills children between 14 and 
16 years of age were employed 10 and more hours a day, and in one 
silk mill they were found worb."ing 11 hours a day. 

" In cotton mills children under 16 were found employed in roving 
and drawing in the same room in which carding was done. The lint 
was very bad and the humidity extremely high in these rooms." 

On page 35 appears the following : 
" Hours of labor in all factories were too long according to the 

standards of more advanced States. Ten and a half or eleven hours a 
day is far too long for any woman to work under factory conditions, 
especially when these hours are often extended far beyond even legal 
excess by overtime work. 

" The very large percentage of young girls in Connecticut factories 
probably accounts for the low wages which were found in the inves
tigation of the five industries investigated." 

Mr. WALSH of Massachusetts. Mr. President--
The PitESIDING OFFICER (Mr. BROUSSABD in the chair). 

Does the Senator from Utah yield to the Senator from l\lassa
chusetts? 

M;r. KING. I yield. 
Mr. WALSH of Massachusetts. Will the Senator state what 

year the report was written? 
Mr. KING. The commission was appointed in 1911. I do 

not know when the commission reported. 
1\Ir. WALSH of Massachusetts. It was probably shortly after 

that time? 
l\lr. KING. The report states that the commission met for 

the first time October 3, 1911; that the chairman of the com
mission, because of ill health, was relieved at his <?Wn request 

in August, 1912. I presume the report was made in 1912 ·or 
1913. 

Mr. WALSH of l\Iassachusetts. The rePort refers to the 
State of Connecticut? 

Mr. KING. Oh, yes. The commission was appointed by 
the Legislature of the State of Connecticut. · 

Mr. WALSH of Massachusetts. No such conditions prevail 
in the cotton mills of Massachusetts. 

Mr. KING. I am very glad to know that. 
Mr. WALSH of Massachusetts. I think there has been a 

general improvement since that period in the State of Con
necticut. . 

!dr. KING. I think the Senator is right. I am not reading 
this for the purpose of indicating that conditions now are as 
they were in 1911 and 1912. The statement which I made dur
ing the debate referred to the protected industries, and I stated 
in a general way that following the Civil War the Republicans 
inaugurated a policy of giving bounties and subsidies in the 
shape of tari:f'l's to certain protected industries, and that those 
industries had imported labor from abroad, crowding out the 
.American workingman and forcing down the prices of labor. 
As I understood, the able Senator from Connecticut [Mr. Mc
LEAN] did not quite assent to the statements which I made 
and the conclusions which I drew from what I believed to be 
the facts. I also called attention to the letter of Mr. O'Meara, 
the president of the State federation of labor, and the Senator 
from Connecticut read that letter or portions of it, and I under
stood from his attitude that he did not quite assent to the 
statements made by Mr. O':Meara. 

I continue reading : 
On page 57 appears the following : 
" The following gives the earnings of all females and males ln 11 

selected occupations employing women and children in the eight cotton 
mills visited; wages were copied directly from the pay rolls for a recent 
and normal period. The employees from whom such information was 
gathered number 757 males and 1,184 females. In weaving, largest per 
cent are in the $10 and $10.99 group for both men and women. A greate1· 
number of men than women, however, earned over the $10. Only 33.76 
per cent of the men employed earned under the $10 and 51.18 per cent 
of the women. In ring spinning all of the men earned less than $10, 
and 96.45 per cent of the women. The largest per cent of men were in 
the $8 and $8.99 group. In roving, 52.09 per cent of the men earned 
under $10 and 63.02 per cent of the women; in spooling, 76.93 per cent 
of the men and all of the women." 

On page 219 appears the following : • 
" The three rubber factories investigated ran on a schedule of 54, 

58, and 59 hours a week, as reported by them. The 59-hour schedule 
throughout the year is, of course, illegal, although this factory seemed 
unaware of it. The factory which reported 58 hours a week ran 60 
hours a week practically every week for the 12 months copied from the 
par, rolls, and violated the summer schedule completely. 

' Especial provisions for the health of women in rubber factories 
ought to be made by means of mechanical ventilating systems and 
separate wash and lunch rooms because of the naphtha fumes and 
talcum dust to which they are exposed. In none of the factories 
visited was such provision made, and the women ate their lunches at 
their benches." 

On page 188 appears the following : 
"An investigation of safety conditions in a number of factories was 

made for the commission by Mr. William, Newell; Mr. Newell visited 
five of the supposedly best factories in the State. Mr. Newell's report 
shows a decided lack of provision for the safety of employees in Con
necticut." 

On page 18 appears the following : 
" Connecticut has a large percentage of married women among its 

wage-earning women. Of the women in the factories investigated by 
the commission, 20.39 per cent were married. This high percentage 
is accounted for by the fact that so many foreigners are employed in 
the metal and textile trades, and the foreign woman usually remains 
in industry after marriage." 

Please note, Mr. Senator, where the report relates to the employ
ment of so many foreigners. 

I wish to state that wages paid in the American Thread Co.'s ex-
tensive establisbme.nt in Willimantic, Conn., were as follows : 

In the year 1914, inspecting room, $·11 per week of 54 hours. 
In the year 1916, inspecting room, $12 per w~k of 54 hours. 
In the year 1922, inspecting room, $15 per week of 48 hours. 
In the year 1916, dye room, $16 per week of 54 hours. 
In the year 1922, dye room, $26 per week of 48 hours. 
In the year 1916, packing rooms, $14. 
In the year 1922, packing rooms, $18. 
I wish to state that in the metal industries that the scale of wages 

for the years 1914, 1919, and 1922 are as follows: 

Machinists .. . ....... _ .... . ..•.......•....•.....•.•.. 
Toolmakers. _ . . ... . ....... . ...................... _ .. 

~~~~~·iieii>.ers·:::: ::::::::::.-::::::: :: :: : : :: :: : 
Machine operators (gun part.s) ......•••....••.•...... 
Machine operators (clock parts) .. _ ........... -..... . 
Assemblers (gun parts) ..... •........ - .......•.. -... . 
Assemblers (clock p ar ts) ........ "'· ... __ . ......... _ . . 
Lock assemblers . ..... ..... ...... . ... _ ..... _. __ . ... . 
Machine operators (lock operators) ...... _ .......... . 
General shop labor . ............. _ ... _ •......•....... 

1914 

Cents. 
40 
45 
35 
28 
23 
23 
Zl 
Zl 
30 
25 
20 

1919 

Cents. 
75 
80 
65 
55 
42 
40 
45 
45 
50 
40 
40 

1922 

Cents. 
58 
63 
50 
42 
23 
23 
30 
Zl 
35 
Zl 
22 

These rates, Mr. Senat or, are on the hourly basis, and have been 
obtained by the writer during the past week from various parts of the 
State of Connecticut. 
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Mr. McLEAN. l\Ir. President-- hLs Inference being that _all of these depositQI'B are .people in the wage. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. Does the Senator Irom Utah --ethrarniug class, is far from "the truth, ·far 1 would like to ask him, 

ough yoi;i, Mr. ·Senator, if he 'Would please inquire as ·to who lJe--yield to the Senator from Connecticut? ~sited durmg the past year the sum of a.pprox.b:nately $52 ooo 000 in 
Mr. KING. I -yield. the savings banks of Connecticut, this transaction taking plac~ after 
Mr. McLEAN. I have been out of the Cha.mher while the ~ merger ot the 'famous coppei· deal in this State? I was wondering 

it .he classed the people ihat deposited "'this great -sum in nmny of the 
Senator ·has been reading from the report, but I AID. informed banks ; that H they 'Were wage earners, and from very .:reliable sources 
that it refers to industrial conditions in the State Di Con- ~.vast dep~sit was a welcome thing to some of the .banks at tha1 

necticut. I wish to state tha:t according to figures published September 1921 
l\Ir. KING. Yes. that the amount of money invested in manufactur~ in con.Ilecticul 
l\ir, McLEAN. What is the date oi the report? was '$1,343,900,000. 
'1"'·r. -KING. I am S01'MY that the Senator was not p!l'esent .,,.. Pdersotinally appeared Patrick F. O'Meara, president of the Connecticut 
J.u ••,J ...,e era on of Labor, residing at 122 Grafton Street New Haven Conn 

when I began my speeeh, though I sent i.or him as soon as I and affirms tha1; the foregoing statements to be trile -to the best 01 hJs 
came into the Chamber in order that he might .be advised that knowledfe and belief before me, this .20th day of July, A. n. 1922. 

h (SEAL 'FRANK S. BERGIN. I intended in part to reply to statements made by him t e Notary Public. 
other day. I said that I would call attention first to a letter 
whiCh 1 had received under date of J'nly 20 of .this year from :Mr. President, in May, 1920, the Bureau of Labor .Statistics 
Mr. Patrick H. O'Meara, ,Presiaent of the Connecticut Federa- of the Department of Labor published Bulletin No . .265 on 
tion of Labor. Mr. O'Meara has sworn to the letter, so that ~ages nnd hours of labor, compnet'.l from an industrial survey 
it is in the nature <ff. an affidavit. He quotes from a report m selected industries in i:he United States for 1919. It must be 
made by the commission whieh was created by the act of the abserved that this year was a very active one in the industries 
Legislature of Connecticut. of the country and wages reached the highest levels known. 

l\fr. McLEAN. ln what iyear? The ·average wages ver hour, ·as reported in this survey ~ve a 
1\Ir. KING. rr'he commission was appointed in 1911, and "I "fair indication of the relation which then existed between 

presume reported in "1912. wages in the different trades. 
However, !let me say to the Senator that I am j'ust -realling This survey indicates that the .low.est wages in the par.ticular 

now :from Mr. O'Meara's statement as to the wages paid in trades and industries covered were genexally paid in the fac
Connecticut in 1914 and various years -up to the present time. tories and industries of Connecticut, notwithstanding the boom 
I ·shall read the entire letter, which is in the shape of an which the war gave to Connecticut industries and which was in 
affidavit, a:nd I shall be glad to have the Senator then examine force without diminution in the year 1919 covered by the survey. 
it in the REcom>. I have gone ~hr~ugh the reco.rds and I have compiled a large 

In the report coming :from the ]abor ·commissl<>ner's office for the number of statistics showing the wages paid per hour in Con-
year ending 1918 there appears, on page 124, the following: necticut and in various other States in the Union, and the re-

"In 1916 the number of certificates issued to child workers between s.ults, as .J now recall them, in every instance were as I have 
14 and ~6 in all occupations . was 13,750, up to and including Oe- • di t d, amel that C · · 

-tober 31, 1916; from Nonmber 1, 19-16, to November 1, -1917, 11,502 m ca e n Y, onnecticut paid lower wages than other 
regular 'Permits and 3,224 vacation were given out, .amounting to States. 
14 837; from Nov~mber 1, 1917, to November 1, 1918, the regular The survey shows that in the paper-box industry cutters .and. 
permits were 13, 715 and 4.,003 -vacation · from ~ugust 1, 1918, to 
N<TVembe:r 1, 1918, ·3,943 .regular and 25i -vacation were certified, a creasers were paid in CDnnecticut 38.6 cents per hour ·as agains.t 
total of 4194. It is easy to figure from this the proportion in whiah 49.S cents paid in New Jersey, and that cutters, s~orers and 
child labo~ increased in the State in the epochal period of the war." corner cutters were paid in Connecticut 39.5 cents per ho.~ as 

Mr. MoLEAN. If the Sena.tor will pardon an interruption- against 45.6 cents paid in Michigan; that die makers and press
and I shall .not interrupt him unless .he is willing that l men were paid in Connecticut 50.2 cents per hour a:s against 
should do so- 61.8 cents paid in New York; that laborers were paid ill Con

lli. KING. I have no objection to the Senator inter.rupt- necticut 35 cents per hour as against 41.4 cents paid in Illinois. 
ing me. that scrappers were paid in Connecticut 32.8 cents per hour mi 

Mr. McLEAN. Of course, the Senator from Utah knows that against 44.6 cents paid in New Jersey; that .coverers were paid 
we have a very stringent child labo.r lnw in Connecticut, and in Connecticut 29.3 cents per hour as Against 31.2 in Massa
! presume that the permits to which Mr. O'Meara bas referred chusetts; that cutters, scorers, and corner cutters were paid 
were granted ·during the harvesting season, when children 21.4 cents per hour as against 26.8 in New York; that gluers-off 
could get employment, especially in the tobacco fields, picking were paid in Connecticut 21.5 cents per hour as against 23.7 in 
tobacco, and in other employments out of doors. I do not know Ohio; that glueing-machine operators were paid in Connecticut 
whether or not there is any explanation of that in the report 27.8 cents per hour as against 30.3 paid in Illinois· aiid that 
.from which the Senator is reading. female table workers were paid in Connecticut 25.4' cents per 

Mr. KING. I do not see any, I will say to the Senator. hour as against 27.5 in Illinois. 
Mr. O'Meara proceeds: That in the chemical industry foremen oi mechanical opera-

There appears on page 7 of the same issue, the following: tions were paid in Connecticut 50.9 cents per hour as against 
"The year 1915 was remarkable for a widespread dissatisfaction in 12 cents per hour paid in Kansas. ' 

the laboring and producing classes with wages and hours as then pre- Th t · the electrical machin d t · d 
vailing, this dissatisfaction spread almost .simnltaneo.u.sly all o.ver ·the a lil ery an appara us m ustry 
country, and had an outlet Jn a series of strikes Jn many rela.ted and machine setters were paid in Connecticut 42;5 cents, as against 
totally distinct industries, which f.or stubbo:rness and length has never 55.8 cents paid in New J'ersey; that machinists were :paid in 
been paralleled in Connecticut, whatever the experience of othe.r States." Connecticut 51.8 cents per hour, as against 66.9 cents per hour I wish ,to state, .Mr. Senator, that during the past .21 .yea.rs in the 
State of Connecticut, that with the exception of 4 years the 11olitlcal paid in Illinois; that metal .finishers were paid in Connecticut 
destinies of the State have been with the Republican Party, and for the 37.8 cents per hour, as .against 42.1 cents .:Paid in New York· 
1past 25 years with the exception of B years that the same conditions .that milling-machine hands and operators were paid in Connec: have prevailed from .a national standpoint, and it can be easily observed 
what the average wage earner has received and what .he can expect ticut 43 cents per hour, as against 49.8 cents per hour paid :in 
from ·the party that yells for protection-it means protection of their New York; that polishers and buffers were paid in Connecticut 
own pockets, and not those of the wage ea.rner--that has been estab- 421 ts .ho · t r:::51 nt h · 
llshed for years, still the voter blindly keeps on voting into ·office men · cen per ur, as agams u • ce s per our paid in Penn~ 
of a party that never will entertain a .semblance of sympathy for the sylvania; that punch-press hands and operators were paid in 
wage earner. And when Senator 'McLE..1.N states 'that Connecticut em- Connecticut 38.8 cents ·per hour, as against 63.S cents :per hour 
ployers are paying -wages of a better 'level than elsewhere, he has not · Indi th t chin h d d t 'd 
taken the ti:ouble to investigate into living .conditions in the cities .m ana; a .Bcrew-ma e an s an opera ors were pm 
where these poorly paid wage earners live ; we can bring him around in Connecticut 42.6 cents per hour, as ·against 63.6 cents per 
my home city into localities where now two families are compelled to 1 hour paid in New .Jersey; that coil winders were ·paid in Con-
honse themselves in order .to exist; Mit him drop in here and ;we will t' t 27 " ts h · 311 
show him where in an ordinary bedroom in a tenement fiat..t th~ parents nee ICU ;'1 cen per our, .as agamst . cents per hour 
sleep in one bed, there are in somo beds four and nYe children , paid in New York; that connectms and insulators were paid 
therein in the same room1 measuring 9 by 11 feet, and the other ·!a.m.Ily Jn Connecticut 27.4 cents per hour, as .against 80.3 cents per 
existing in the same way m an adjoining room of the same size. ·d · N y k th t dr~11 h 

The many social agencies are continually reporting that conditions hour pal< m ew or ; a ..a..u:-press ands and operators 
are worse than ever dreamed of, and S-Omething is urged i:o ·he done to were pttid in Connecticut 27.5 cents per hour, as against .3.6.7 
stop it, and 1!1 all fairness how can it be done with the head of the , cents per hour paid in New Y01·k. 
t~o~~n~o1!1diTI~. a wage that can not but keep him .and his family That in foundries chippers and grinders were paid in Con-

.Might I state, also, ~· Senator, that the ~ost authentic report oh- · .necticnt 49.1 .cents per hour, as against 64.5 cents per hour paid 
tamable that 'there 1!I !n ·~e State of Co!illecicut, the astounding fact , in Iowa· that .first-class core makers were paid in Connecticut 
that there are 280 millionaires .in Connecticut, 52 of whom .posges.s ·mOTe . ' h . . . 

. than $2,000,000, one being credited with ~8,000,000, or, Jn other words, I 66.3 .cents per our, .as agamst 8~.6. cents 'Per. hour paid m 
the people ot. Connecticut have a millionaue •for ea.ch 4,300 inhabtla:n1:s. Oregon; that .core makers we1·e paid m Connecticut ·42.1. cents 

I wJsJ:i to state, al.so, Mr. Senator, that rthe statement .made .on pa.ge I per hour as against 64.7 CPnts ·pei· hour paid in Mic.higl!ll • that 
'1121 of :the CONGRESSIONAL RE.conn, .date of May J. 7, 1922, on the right- 1 ' · --::io • ' 
side top by Senator MOSES of New lilampshire ttO the 161Ieat rthat theue -cra.ne operators were paid Jn Connecticut 50.8 cents per nour, 
are some 717,000 a~positors in the saviJJ.gS banks of ConnecUcuj:; . that as agajnst :85.7 cents per ht;mr paid in Washington; that cupola 
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tenders were paid in Connecticut 53.3 cents per hour, as against 
79.3 cents per hour paid in Oregon; that handy men in Con
necticut were paid 53.2 cents per hour, as against 71.7 cents 
per hour paid in Missouri ; that laborers were paid in Co?ni:c
tlcut 43.7 cents per hour, as against 58.1 cents per hour paid m 
Oregon; that bench molders were paid in Connecticut 58 cents 
per hour, as against 73.4 cents per hour paid in 1\:lichigan; that 
tloor molders were paid in Connecticut 64 cents per hour, as 
against 83.2 cents per hour paid in California ; that mac~e 
molders were paid in Qonnecticut 43.6 cents per hour, as agamst 
68.2 cents per hour paid in Iowa ; that molders' helpers were 
paid in Connecticut 44 cents per hour, as against 50.3 ~en~s 
per hour paid in Missouri; that pattern makers were pa.Id m 
Connecticut 59.4 cents per hour, as against 90.1 cents per hour 
paid in Ohio. 

That in the hosiery and underwear industry boarders were 
paid in Connecticut 41.1 cents per hour as against 56.9 cen~s 
per hour paid in Pennsylvania i that machine fixers were paid 
in Connecticut 49.9 cents per hour as against 57.8 cents per 
hour in Ohio; that pressers were paid in Connecticut 34.2 cents 
per hour as against 55.8 cents per hour paid in Wisconsin; that 
buttonhole makers were paid in Connecticut 25.6 cents per 
hour as against 36.1 cents per hour paid in Wisconsin; that 
button sewers were paid in Connecticut 28 cents per hour as 
against 33 cents per hour paid in North Carolina; that hand 
cutters were paid in Connecticut 43.9 cents per hour as against 
27.4 cents per hour paid in Wisconsin; that :finishers were 
paid in Connecticut 24.8 cents per hour as against 31.6 cents 
per hour paid in North Carolina. 

That in the machine industry blacksmiths were paid in Con
necticut 66.5 cents per hour as against 81 cents per hour paid 
in Oregon; that blacksmiths' helpers were paid in Connecticut 
48.2 cents per hour as against 51.6 cents per hour paid in 
Missouri; that drill-press men were paid in Connecticut 51.2 
cents per hour as against 63.7 cents per hour paid in Minne
sota; that fitters were paid iil Connecticut 60.9 cents per hour 
as against 70.5 cents per hour paid in Missouri; that gear cut
ters were paid in Connecticut 57.2 cents per hour as against 71.9 
cents per hour paid in New York; that grinders were paid in 
Connecticut 54. 7 cents per hour as against 66.7 cents per hour 
paid in New York; that handy men, hookers on, and painters 
were paid in Connecticut 47.6 cents per hour as against 64.7 
cents per hour paid in California; that laborers were paid in 
Connecticut 41.9 cents per hour as against 58.7 cents per hour 
paid in California; that lathe men were paid in Connecticut 
54.2 cents per hour as against 71.3 cents per hour paid in Penn
sylvania; that machinists were paid in Connecticut 55.7 cents 
per hour as against 90.8 cents per hour in California ; that 
milling-machine men were paid in Connecticut 51.6 cents per 
hour as against 69.2 cents per hour paid in 1\fissouri; th_a.t 
millwrights were paid in Connecticut 55.9 cents per hour as 
against 68.2 cents per hour paid in New York; that planer and 
shaper men were paid in Connecticut 60.9 cents per hour as 
against 69 cents per hour paid in Oregon. 

That in the paper and pulp industry back tenders were paid 
in Connecticut 41.2 cents per hour as against 67.7 cents per 
hour paid in Minnesota; that beater men were paid in Connecti
cut 46.2 cents per hour -as against 62.6 cents per hour in Minne
sota; that machin·e tenders were paid in Connecticut 56.7 cents 
per hour as against 80.5 cents per hour paid in Minnesota ; 
packers were paid in Connecticut 36.1 cents per hour as against 
50.8 cents per hour paid in Pennsylvania; third hands were 
paid in Connecticut 35.1 cents per hour as against 53.1 cents per 
hour paid in Minnesota. 

In the typewriter, computing-machine, and cash-register in
dustries aligners are paid in Connecticut 59.9 cents per hour as 
against 69.8 cents per hour paid in New York; that assemblers 
and welders were paid in Connecticut 36.1 cents per hour as 
against 48.5 cents per hour paid in New York; that drill-press 
men and operators were paid in Connecticut 43.2 cents per 
hour as against 55.8 cents per hour paid in Michigan; that 
fitters and filers were paid in Connecticut 43.6 cents per hour 
as against 48.2 cents per hour paid in New York; that gear 
cutters and lathe operators were paid in Connecticut 58.2 cents 
per hour as against 61.5 cents per hour paid in l\.fichigan; that 
grinder hands were paid in Connecticut 45 cents per ' hour as 
against 59.7 cents per hour paid in New York; that handy men 
were paid in Connecticut 38.6 cents per hour as against 48.9 
cents per hour paid in New York; that case hardeners and an
nealers were paid 4."5.2 cents per hour in Connecticut as against 
67.9 cents per hour paid in Indiana; that inspectors-final
were paid. 59.3 cents per hour in Connecticut as against 73.7 
cents per hour paid in New Jersey; that japanners and anneal
ers were paid in Connecticut 47 c~nts per hour as against 57.4 
cents per hour paid in Michigan; that laborers were paid in 
. Connecticut 35.2 cents per hour as against 43.3 cents per hour 

paid in Michigan ; that machine setters were paid in Connecti
cut 49:8 cents per hour as against 55.2 cents per hour paid in 
New York; that machinists were paid in Connecticut 59.7 cents 
per h?ur as against 68 cents per hour in Michigan; that milling
mach1ne operators were paid in Connecticut 43.9 cents per hour 
as against 50.1 cents per hour paid in New York; that electro 
and ni~kel platers :were paid in Connecticut 52.5 cents per hour 
as agamst 59.5 cents per hour 'paid in New York; that polishers 
and. buffers were paid in Connecticut 53.9 cents per hour a 
agamst 54.7 cents per hour paid in New York; that rough pol
ishers were paid in Connecticut 41.9 cents per hour as against 
58.9 cents per hour paid in New York; that punch-press hand 
were paid in Connecticut 38.5 cents per hour as against 58.2 
cents per hour paid in l\fichigan; that screw-machine hands and 
operators were paid in Connecticut 46.8 cents per hour as 
against 54.1 cents per hour paid in Michigan; and that tool
makers, die makers and sinkers were paid in Connecticut 66 
cent~ per hour as against 81.6 cents paid

1
in Indiana. 

PRE-WAR. WAGES IN THiii TexTILJJ INDUSTRY. 

It is well known that wages paid in the cotton and woolen 
manufacturing industry in this country are, generally speak
ing, the lowest for any of the American industries. Textile 
manufacturing has been the special object of protectionist 
solicitude and legislation; indeed, the textile interest has been 
the dorninent interest in the framing of tariff legislation. The 
textile industry is a typical protected industry, and the obvious 
fact is that in this industry wage rates are at much lower levels 
than in the nonprotected industries such as the railroad oc
cupations and crafts, the building and construction trades, 
and the telephone and electrical trades. This fact is so well 
known as to not require a demonstration. 

This condition was also well known in pre-war years, as was 
clearly brought out in a study of wages in the United State 
in 1908 to 1910 by Scott Nearing, a professor in the Wharton 
school of the University of Pennsylvania, which was published 
in 1911 under the title "Wages in the United States, 1908-
1910 "-" .A. study of Federal and State wage statistics." 

Professor Nearing found that the State of Massachusetts had 
collected and published the most complete wage statistics then 
available, and he makes a particular examination of these 
Massachusetts statistics. On page 31 of his book he says: 

These industries are really divisil>le1 according to the numbers em
ployed, into two groups, those industries employing more than 40,000 
persons, and those employing less than 15,00-0 persons. Between 
these two extremes not a single industry appears. A study of the 
above table shows that wages range much lower in the textile indus
tries. Thus in cotton goods worsteds, woolens, and dyeing and finish
ing, there are respectively 3l, 21, 25, and 21 per cent of the employ~es 
paid under $8 a week. In the other industries these percentages are 
much lower, with a maximum in furniture of 15 per cent, and a. mini
mum in foundry and machine shop of 6 per cent. 

Similar deductions may be made from an analysis of the higher. 
wage group. In the textile industries (cotton, worsteds, woolens, and 
dyeing and finishing) there are, respectively, 9, 17, 10, and 12 per 
cent of employees receiving more than $15 pt>r week, while in the 
othei· industries the percentages above $15 per week are: 

Per cent. 
Boots and shoes--------------------------------------------- 42 
Foundry and machine shOP----------------------------------- 32 
Leather---------------------------------------------------- 16 
Paper--~--------------------------------------------------- 18 
Furniture-------------------------------------------------- 17 
Jewelry ---------------------------------------------------- 47 

The proportion of wage earners receiving above $15 per week is 
therefore considerably higher in the nontertile than in the textile 
industries. 

The textile industry is notable for the large proportion of 
women and children employed, and it is common experience that 
the presence of a large number of women in the industry is a 
sure sign of a low-paid industry. In 1908 nearly one-half of 
the number of minors employed in Massachl1setts were employed 
in the cotton-manufacturing industry, and fib.e number of women 
employed in the cotton-manufacturing industry is nearly as 
high as the number of men employed in the industry. 

Mr. Nearing, on page 44 of his book, say~: 
Seven-tenths of all adult males receive weekl;\'. wages running from 

$9 to $20, while more than four-fifths of the adul~ females receive from 
$5 to $12 per week. The classified weekly wages of the adult males 
of Massachusetts are therefore almost twice as hid;h a the wage of the 
adult females. 

And on page 45 Mr. Nearing says: 
Cotton goods, the largest Massachusetts industry in so far as the 

number of employees is concerned pays the iowest wages of any of 
the leading industries. Of the aduit males (over 21 years) nearly one
third receive under $8 per week, while four-fifths of the total adult 
males receive less than $12 per week, leaving only one-tenth of the 
entire number of adult males with weekly incomes of over $15. The 
wages of the adult females (over 21 years of age) are lower than the
wages of adult males, but not lower in the proportion that they are 
in other industries. Half of the adult females receive less than $8 per 
week, nearly a half receive wages ranging from $8 to $12, leaving only 
one-twentieth of the adult females with weekly wages over $12 and 
none with weekly wages over $15 . 

• • • • • • • 
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From these two industries the conclusion is obvious ; that, !or a man 

settling in Massachusetts, a boot and sboe town is infinitely preferable 
to a cotton mill town, in so far as wages are concerned. The work 
may be harder or more technical, but the difl'erence in wage between 
the two industries is very considerable. 

• * • • • * 
Thus the boot and shoe industry paid by far the best wages to adult 

male , while the lowest wages were paid in the cotton industry, 
And, on page 57, Professor Kearing says: 
In cotton goods, the leading ;}lassachusetts industry, the wages are 

very much lower than in the State at large, nearly three-fifths o! all 
the adult male employees receiving less than $4:::i0 in 1918. 

It is notorious that the cotton-mill towns of Kew Englan<l 
have a working population containing a large number of per
sons of foreign birth, and that in these towns are pai<l the low
est wages paid in the United States, and are also to be found 
the most undesirable living conditions encountered anywhere 
in the country. The pretense that the tariff on textiles is laill 
for the purpose of protecting the wages of the American work
ingman is hardly made good in the fact that the wages in this 
mo t protected of all .American industries are the lowest paid 
in any .American industry, and that the condition of the em
plo;rees in this industry approach more nearly the status of 
servitude than in any other indu try in the country. Kot only 
are the wages low but thousands of women and children are 
practically chained to their daily tasks by the drivings of 
hunger and the inexorabl~ demands of nature for food, cloth
ing, and shelter. The textile industry which has called the lou<l
e ·t for protection upon the score of Americanism presents the 
most un-American conditions to be found in any quarter of the 
land. On this point, Professor ... ~earing says, on page 75, of 
his book: 

'l'he contrast is marked between :\Iassacbusetts and .i:·ew Jersey, with 
ten of thousands of women and thousands of children at work, and 
Kansas, with 3,600 women and 600 children. In :llas ·achusetts the 
women formed 30 per cent of the total wage earners; in New Jersey, 
they formed 25 per cent; but in Kansas less than 7 per cent of the 
total wageworkers are women. 

To compare the wages received by women in a free American 
in<.lu try, such as the wages paid to operators on telephone ex
changes, with the wages paid to women in the textile industry, 
will girn us a clear picture of the distinction bet\Yeen the free 
industries and the protected industries in this country as re
spects the wages and welfare of their employees. 

1\Ir. l\IcLEA.K Mr. Pre ident--
The PRESIDING OFFICER. Doe· the Senator from -Ctah 

yie1tl to the Senator from Connecticut? 
l\lr. KING. I do. 
Mr. McLEAN. To what industry i · the Senator referriug 

now? 
l\lr. KING. 'l'he nonprotected industries. I am speaking now 

of telephone operators. 
l\lr. l\lcLE.Al~. '.rhe Senator call · those "nonprotected." Of 

cour ·e, he knows that we do not import telephone operator·. 
There is an absolute embargo again t competition in that line. 

l\Ir. KL ·G. The Senator can make such deductions as he 
plew·;es. 1\ly contention i that the reactionary Republican!:i in 
the past and now have been imposing upon the American people 
exorbitant taxes in the form of tariffs, upon the preten ·e that 
tbo::ie duties were essential for the protection of the wages of 
the American employees; and I ha Ye contended that the wages 
paid in the most highly protected industries were lower than 
those paid in the industries that had no protection. 

Mr. l\lcLE.AN. The Senator knows that there are about 33 
per cent of our people engaged in agriculture and about 33 per 
ceut in manufacturing pursuits, and the other third in other 
occupations, and that the other third have an absolute embargo. 
We do not import hotels and hospitals and schoolhou ·es and 
college ·. Consequently, our masons and painters and ca.i:pen
ters and other tradesmen ha\e an absolute embargo again t com
petition. They do not need any protection, and that is tlle rea
son wby thefr wages are very much higher than the wages in 
the industries where they ha\e to meet se\ere foreign competi
tion. 

The fact is that in the cotton industry and most of the textile 
industri~ the competition from abroad is so fierce that the 
American producer has had to cut his wages ; and the Senator 
al:;;o knows that competition in the South in many lines of cot
ton goods is very severe and that the wages in the South are 
much lower than they are in New England. That was made 
clear by a statement presented to the Senate the other day by 
the Sena tor from :Massachusetts [Mr. LODGE]. 

If the Senator will permit me, I was not here, and am not 
familiar with the different industries to which the Senator has 
called the attention of the Senate at this time; but the state
ment which I put into the Rl!":cono the other clay was taken 
from the census reports, and it was to the effect that the 
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average wage in Connecticut in 1919 was $3.56 a day; and 
the fact is that to-day, probably, we are working about from 
40 to 50 per cent of capacity, perhaps 60 per cent. We will 
call it 60 per cent. That means a reduction in our pay roll 
in Connecticut of $140,000,000 a year; and the Senator can 
realize that under those conditions we must do one of two 
things-we must either cut wages or else we must have ade
quate protection. 

The fact that some of these rates may. seem to be high sig
nifies nothing, because if they are not high enough to equalize 
the difference in the cost of production here and . abroad, of 
course, they. are ineffective ; and as a result in these indus
tries where the competition is fierce, and against which Ger
many has made a special drive, there is only one of two things 
for us to do-we must cut wages or go out of business. 

l\lr. KING. Mr. President, the Senator has stated now what 
he has heretofore stated in various forms, perhaps in different 
p_hraseology; but the whole burden of the able .Senator's posi
tion has been that protection is the panacea for all the ills to 
which our industrial svstem is heir. 

l\lr. McLEAl~. If the Senator will permit one more inter
rup~i?n, I want to say to him that I am not opposed to any 
cribc1 m or any in ,·estigation that is just and founded on 
fact, and no one regrets more deeply than I do the necessity 
for paying low wages. I believe in good wages. For that rea
son, I want protection that will enable the manufacturer to 
pay good wages; and I call the Senator's attention to the 
mo.'t recent resolution adopted by the .American Federation of 
Labor on the tariff question. 

Mr. KING. I wish the Senator would put that in in his own 
time. 

l\Ir. l\lcLE.AN. It is only 7 or 8 lines, and then I hall have 
concluded, if the Senator will pardon me, because I do not want 
to take the time of the Senate in discussing this matter. 

:.Ur. KING. .All right; I yield. 
l\lr. McLE.A..."'. It is as follows: 
Tbat this convention go on record in favor of the policy of indus

trial preparedness and the enactment of laws by Congres8 that "\\'ill 
adequately protect all wage earners of our country against the loss of 
employment through any industrial invasion on the part of the products 
of anr of the other nations. . 

I want to say to the Senator that Mr. O'Meara may be op
posed to a protective tariff, but the secretary of the Federation 
of Labor in the State of Connecticut has recently signed a 
statement in favor of protection, and the Senator knows that 
representatives of the .American Federation of Labor have ap
peared before the Committee on Finance on many of these 
schedules demanding a<.lequate protection. The only hope of the 
.American wage earner, the only possible way in which our 
stau<lard of living can be maintaiped, is to give adequate pro
tection to these industries which meet foreign competition. 

Mr. KING. Mr. President, the able Senator from Connecti
cut, in my time, has delivered two admirable addresses from 
his standpoint, and has restated the arguments which he has 
adduced ·o often in the , 'enate-the arguments of the protec
tionists who belie•e that the prosperity of the .American people 
is dependent upon raising to the skies the tariff rates so that 
the United States may be excluded from trade and commerce 
with the world. 

It was not my purpose to-day to enter into any general d'f;
cussion of the question of tariff or the relation of tariff to 
\Vages. I brought these matters to the attention of the Senate 
only because of the apparent challenge of the Senator from 
Connecticut and the Senator from New York the other dav of 
some obserrntions which I submitted, and of the letter which 
I offered for the RECORD, written by the president of the Feder
ation of Labor of the State of Connecticut. 

If I had the time to-day-and I apologize to the committee 
for trespassing upon the time of the Senate when they are 
discu sing another important measure--! should be glad to 
analyze some of the statements made by my able friend, and 
reYiew the arguments which he has again · presented in favor 
of protection. I have no doubt that there are many men, mem
bers of the Federation of Labor, who are inoculated with the 
same "Virus of protectionism that has taken possession of my 
learned friend, and which guides his conduct here in the formu
lation of tariff legislation. Of course there are many people in 
the United States who follow the heresies that are so elo
quently and ably championed by the able Senator from Con
necticut. He states over and over again that the condition of 
wages depends upon the tariff, that the condition of American 
indu 'try i · related to the tariff, and depends upon inordinately 
hlgh tariff duties. We discussed that question several weeks 
ago, and I do not care to enter into it now, as I am anXious 
to conclude in order that we may resume the discussion of 
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the schedule 'Vl·hicb is now under consideration. There are 
other members of the Feoeration of Labor, though, -who do not 
see in this tariff bill which the Senator is so ably defending 
the beneficent results which are 'Prognosticated for it by my 
friend. I believe tl1at the laboring people of the United States 
more generally now tllan in the J)ast appreciate the fact that 
the "Republican Party's financial policies have never been in 
the interest of the great consuming public, including the labor
ing men, but that many of the financial policies of the !leP"?b
lican Party have been dictated by selfishness, by a detenmnat10n 
upon the part of large manufacturers and ~ertain intere"Sts ~o 
exploit the American people, buttressed behmd enor!Il_ous tariff 
walls which prevent legitimate and proper competition. But 
this bill with its enormities, being made known to the people. 
will dislllusion my friend from Connecticut, and be will dis
cover that the laboring men of the United Stat~s are n<>t by 
any means a unit in their support of it. I repeat that as its 
schedu1e become known, and when the bill shall ~ave passed 
and been put into operation, the American people will ehall~nge 
the wisdom of the measure and condemn those who bave driv-en 
through under the party lash a bill containing schedules ~o 
high that they have never been paralleled in any of the tariff 
legislation of the past. . 

Mr. President, recurring to the matter to which I have di
rected the attention of the Senate, in 1910 telephone operators 
were paid $34.84 per week in Salt Lake City; $35.84 J)er week in 
San Francisco ; $27.32 per week in Dallas, Tex. ; $29.52 per · 
week in Omaha, Nebr. ; $29.44 per ·week in St. Louis, Mo. ; 
$27.09 per week in Washington, D. C.; $29.16 per week in Phila
delphia, Pa.; and $36.96 per week in New York; whereas ti;e 
mill women of Mas. achusetts were in the same year only paid 
from $8 to $12 J)er week, half of the number receiving less than 
$8 per week; nearly half receiving from $8 to $12 per week; 
but only one-twentieth receiving more ttian $12 per week_, a~d 
none receiving more than $15 per week as wages for service m 
tl1e cotton mills. 

The pretense that the tariff is laid for the promotion and 
protection for American wages and American conditions in 
industries is thus revealed as a bald and fictitious assumption. 
The facts indicate that avarice for money has been the domi
nating motive in the writing of the textile tariff and that the 
purpose of these tariffs has been n<:>t the protection of wages 
but the protection of profits. Some persons have contended 
that there is no advantage in transporting great numbers of 
foreign wage seekers to our mill towns over admitting to our 
ports the manufactures of foreign production. They claim that 
if our people may be engaged in more profitable and healthful 
pursuits than working in the textile mills. there is no reason why 
legislation shou1d be passed to foster an industry which de
mands the service· of depressed men and of women and chH
dren who have 110 business working in factories at all-at least 
not in this great and free country. 

I want to read briefly ftom a letter written by Mr. 
Thomas F. McMahon, international president of the United Tex
tile Workers of America, under date of July 19, 1922. He states 
that-

More than six or seven years ago we had a strike in New London at 
the Armstrong Thread Co. Five years ago we bad a strike in tlle 
Salts Textile Co. in Bridgeport. We bad two :Strikes in Stonington, 
one or two in Mystic, one or two in Moosup, and a big strille in 
Willimantic. 

I have called attention in the affidavits submitted by Mr. 
O'Meara to the large number of strikes that have occurred in 
Connecticut for a number of years last past. 

The loom fixers and mule spinners, the highest type of cotton-mill 
workers receive in Connecticut about $26 per week for 55 hours. The 
average' weaver, running 12 looms, makes about $22. 

Spinning room llelp and _girls running 8 or 10 s:ides, of 116 spindles 
each side, receive $17 per week .of 5~ hours. Dotl'ers. in the same de
partment received about $15. Carding room and picker room of a 
cotton mill average .about $14 for men for 55 hours. 

He is speaking of the present year. 
The foregoing shows conclwrlvely that necessity compels the wife 

and mother to go to work in order that the o!Ispring may at least 
receive some of the rough anil coarse necessities of life, as luxuries 
are unknown in the homes of the cotton workers to-day. Children 
are compelled to go to work by the employers o! their fathers and 
mothers under penalty in many cases of losing their own employment 
or being turned out of the company's tenements. Nice, easy jobs are 
made for 'the children by the employers so as to keep them off the 
stTeet and that their parents will know where they are, and, as a 
matter of fact, the father and mother with a large family will find 
that they ha-ve the key to open the mill door of any mill in New 
England beeause of the fact that they are responsible for so many 
thousands of dollal'S to oo taken out of the lives o! those who compose 
this young brood. . 

There is no man or woman living to-a:ay who can describe conditions 
insioo of a cotton mm, particulttly during the warm weather. The 
.natural heat and the artiflcial beat that is ru!Cessary for produc-

tlon _leaves the room ·where human beings toil Jn nearly an nnoearable 
condition. Men and women just cover their nakedne s in these room ; 
otherwise they could not stand it. 

Women and children predominate in a c-0tton mill, and H is common 
now to see the $8 or $9 a week job. All the data and all the statistics 
in the United States would not be as valuable as one visit from the 
honorable Senator into a cotton mill in Baltimore Md. about 30 
miles from Washin-gton, and i! he but walks through' each 'department 
a:id notes the physical condition o! the oper.atives be will fully appre
ciate that not only are 'the textile workers underpaid but that the 
r:ite of pay to-day is i.orcing them into slow death through the starva
tion metbnd. 

Trusting that the above will assist you, and with best wishes I am, 
Fraternally yours, 

THOMA.S F. McMAHON, 
International Pre8'i4ent United Te3Jtile Wor'kers of America. 

I have here an excerpt from the Washington Post, under date 
of July 17, an Associated Press dispatch, giving a statement 
of the New England textile strike, which is now in its seventh 
month with 50,000 operatives idle and more than 40 plants 
affected. J: ask leave to have this printed in the ItECORD with-
out reading. · 

There being no objection, the article was ordered to be printed 
in the .RECORD, as follows: 
TEXTILE STIUKE GROWS-LOWELL MILLS CLOBl!lD--10,000 ADDITION.AL OPERA.• 

TIV.ES CALLED OUT BECAUSE OF W AGlil REDUCTIONS. 

BOSTON, July 17 (by the Associated Press) .-The New England tex
tile strike, which is now in its seventh month with 50,000 operatives 
idle anti more than 40 plants affected, spread to-day in force to Lowell, 
Mass. Strikes have been called .against 3 plants in Lowell which re
duced wages 20 pe1· ~ent. These plants employ more than 10,000 opera
tives. 

Beginning late in January in the Pawtuxet Valley of Rhode Island, 
textile Btrtkes have been in progress in three main areas-Rhode Island, 
New Hampshire, and Lawrence, Mass. Announcements of wage reduc
tions of 20 per cent, held by the mill owners to be made necessary by 
the com-petition of southern ID.ills, preceded all the strike . In Rhode 
Island and New Hampshire an increase in working hours from 48 to 54 
weekly was also a factor. 

l\fost N~w England mills atl'ected by the trike ha-ve continued open, 
bat many have curtailed operations. Antlpicketing injunctions have 
been obtained by many manufacturers. 

'Mr. KING. I have with great care gone through United States 
Department of Labor Bulletin 265 and assembled the vari011s 
classes of employees in a large number of the industries, together 
with the wages paid. The statement is so voluminous, comprising 
33 pages of typewritten matter, that I shall not a k to place 
it in the RECORD, but I will state generally that the wages paid 
in the textile mills, as shown by tllis record, are less than the 
wages paid in other industries, protected or nonprotected. 

I regret having consumed so much time this morning, but I 
felt, in view of the attitude of the able Senator from Connecti
cut and the ab1e Senator from New York, that it was only 
proper that I should present to the Senate facts which would 
support the contentions which I made and the statement maue 
by Mr. 0'1\leara in his letter, which was placed in the RECORD. 

A review of the situation in the State of Connecticut brings 
into the picture the great contrast in the condition of the peo
ple. On the one hand we have great factories and the palaces 
of the manufacturers, which rise like the castles of the feudal 
barons as a reflection of the number of their retainers and serfs. 
And on the other hand we have the thousands of repressed 
men, women, and children whose toil yields daily tribute to 
the wealth and profits of their masters, but who themselves 
live in want and peµury, in tenements which can not be de
nominated by the name of homes, but which exist in the shadow 
of the mills and palaces of Connecticut, but do not reflect any 
of the glory or prosperity which Connecticut manufacturers 
take unto themselves from the labor of these poor J)eople. · On 
the one hand there are 280 millionaires, whose J)1ants and fac
tories represent an investment of $1,343,900,000, and on the 
other hand there are these 340,404 men and women who in' 
19!9 toiled at an average wage of $3 per day, which since that 
time has been decreased, with an accentuation of the poverty 
which seems to be the common inheritance of those who labor 
in the protected industries of Connecticut. Protection f'or prof
its and protection for poverty and protection for the p1·ocess 
which produces profits and poverty are constant concomitants 
in the progress of the policies for which the Republican Party 
stands ancl which have received their consummate expression 
in the iniquitous provisions of the pending tariff bill. 

Mr. McLEAN. l\1r. President, I was not here when the Sen
ator from Utah began to read the information which I under
stand ls embodied in a report i>repared some years ago 
with regard to conditions in certain localities of the State 
of Connecticut. For that reason I am not able to reply, and, 
probably, if I had been present I .could not hav~ replied, since 
the information referred to matters about which I have no 
personal knowledge. The conditions to which he refers might 
ll.ave been caused by the Underwood bill . 
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I have no desire now to occupy the time of the Senate in reply

ing to the Senator's position on the tariff question. In so far 
as the effect of protective-tariff duties upon the wages of men 
and women employed in the manufacturing industries in thi.s 
country is concerned, I will let the representatives of the Ameri
can Federation of Labor speak for themselves. Everyone 
who has kept track of the hearings before the Finan~e Com
mittee and the discussion of this subject generally smce the 
tariff bill was brought up knows that representatives of the 
American Federation of Labor have frequently expressed their 
view upon this subject, and all in favor of protection. I have 
here a statement published in May last, signed by Mr. I. N. 
Ornburn . ecretary of the Connecticut State Federation of Labor, 
and othe

1

rs. I ask to have this statement printed in the RECORD. 
There being no objection, the statement was ordered to be 

printed in the RECORD, as follows: 
[From the Labor News, Kew Haven, Conn., Friday, May 5, 1922.] 

PRI~TING TRADES PROTEST CHEAP FOREIGN PRINTING-" PATRIOTIC" 
AMERICAN FIRMS HELPING CRIPPLlil INDUSTRY HERE BY PuRCHASlilS 
ABROAD. 
The printing tradesmen of America, many thous~nds of who~ have 

been idle for months, will soon have an opportumty of !-"eturnmg to 
their trade if the promise made by Hon. Elmer Dover, Assistant ~ec;re
tary of the T1·easury, to representatives of the organized prmting 
trades is fulfilled. , 

Early last fall an investigation on the part of the New York State 
Allied Printing Trades Council, headed by its president, Peter J. Brady, 
a sisted by Stephen G. Kelly, secretary of the Allied frinting Trad~s 
Council of Greater New York; Walter N. Reddick, president, and Fellx 
J. Belair secretary of the International Brotherhood of Bookbinders, 
di closed' the fact that during the year 1920 there was an increase 
of more than 400 per cent in the imports of printed matter. It 'Yas 
aLo learned that some "patriotic" American employers were placmg 
their printing orders with representatives of foreign printing concerns 
becau e of the low quotations, quotations so low, in fact, that many 
of the "rat., shops of our own country could not even compete. 

The names of many of these "patriotic" American concerns, who 
are looking to the workers of this country for ~heir support and P.atron
age. and con~equent profits, will soon be compiled and made pub?-c a~d 
we ·hope that our workers and those of our employers who believe ID 
"America first" will bear this fact in mind when placing their orders 
for merchandise by the concerns we refer to. 

The House Ways and Means Committee, the House of Representa
tives and the Senate Finance Committee answered the request of labor 
and placed a small additional duty on the imports of printed matter 
from foreign countries. The additional duties, however, are small 

These duties if the recommendations of the Senate Finance Com
mittee are adopted, will be ba'.Sed on the foreign value of these imports. 
'ue:b a law at this time will give us but little relief. 

'.fhe books, booklets, post cards, cigar labels, circulars, and other 
printed matter which Americans are asked to purchase with A~encan 
money are sold on value in America. Why not place reasonable unport 
tax on these goods on their value in America? 

American labor has spent thousands of dollars during the last two 
:ve::trs preparing material for Congress and for the President showing 
why. if American labor is to obtain employment, the import~ which 
compete with our labor should be taxed on the value of the imports 
in this country. 

We ma:v succeed in getting this through, but at the present time 
it seems as though the international bankers and other financial inter
ests, man:v of them b()lding fortunes in the depleted currencies of cen
tral European countries, will be able to defeat the wishes of real 
Americans . 

.At the present time it looks as though months may pa s before any 
definite action is taken on the tariff bill. 

It was because of this fact that representatives of the printing 
trade,: headed by Matthew Woll, called upon Hon. Elmer Dover, As
sistant Secretary of the Treasury in charge of customs, and asked that 
be ls~ue a ruling that hereafter all goods printed in foreign countries 
imported for sale in our country, have the name of the country where 
made printed !.n a conspicuous place. They also asked that the Treas
ury Department make an investigation of the imports of printed mat
ter, the prices at which the imports were valued, and the prices which 
the importers and bankers receive when they dispose of these goods 
in America. 

We have reason to believe that some of these goods are offered for 
sale in Europe at prices which are less than the cost of material in 
America. Of course, this io possible at the present time on account of 
the depreciated value of the currency of some of the European coun
tries. 

We at least ought to have the privilege of knowing where the goods 
we purchase were made and then it is up to our own people, if they pre
fer to patronize the goods printed in countries other than America. 
We may soon be able to list some of those who are Americans when 
it is profitable to be so and anti-Americans when they profit them
selves even by so doing they help to impoverish the workers of 
America. 

The delegation which called upon Hon. Elmer Dover consisted of 
Matthew Woll, president of the International Pri.nting Trades .Asso
ciations and vice president of the American FedPration of Labor; 
I. M. Ornburn, secretary of the Connecticut State Federation of I,abor; 
Walter N. Reddick, president of the International Brotherhood of 
Bookbinders i. Daniel J. Ahearn, president of the Allied Printing Trades 
Council of ureater New York; and Edward F. McGrady, legislative 
representative of the American Federation of Labor. 

Mr. McLEAN. I also have a very brief statement prepared 
by Mr. William A. Nealey, president of the Massachusetts 
State branch of the American Federation of Labor, in which 
he di cusses the necessity of adequate protection for American 
employees, and the unfortunate resulti;; which will come unless 
they are given adequate protection. I ask to have that printed 
in the RECORD. 

There being no objection, the statement was ordered to be 
printed in the RECORD, as follows : 
LABOR'S 0B.TECTION TO FREI! TRADE--0PPOSED TO THE RKMOVAL OF 

ECONOMIC BARRIERS AND INSISTS UPON INDUSTRIAL PREPAREDNESS. 

(By William A. Nealey, president of the Massachusetts State branch of 
the American Federation of Labor.) 

After t~e war had been in progress about a year British labor realized 
the handicap that free trade had been to England. High nrotection 
had enabled Germany to overcome England's lead in many industries 
and to ili;re~t~n the '=xis!ence of trades necessary to the maintenance of' 
Great Bntam s prestige m war or peace. Imports from Germany prior 
to the war, w,ere fioo~ng the British markets and Germany had over· 
~ome En~land s lead m t.l;te steel industry and had surpassed England 
m the vitally important mdustry of dye and chemical manufacturing 
England's agriculture had declined under free tmde and Great Britaiii 
was dependent upon other countries for its food supplies. This weak
ness on Engla!'.ld s part was the underlying reason of Germany's sub
marine campaign. If enough British ships could be sunk the food 
suppl.i~s would be cut off and England would be starved to death. 

Bnbsb lab.or was the first to see the danger of the situation. and at 
a. great meetmg ?f labo!" repr~sentatives declared in favor of the adop
tion of a protective tariff policy by a vote of 2 500 000 labor unionists 
At FC?rd Hall, Boston, on Sunday evening, October' 20, Arthur Gleaso~ 
explamed the after-war program o.f British labor, and one of the chief 
elements of that program was a high tariff. · 

England can no longer be called a free-trade country. In fact Eng
land !'.lever wa~ wholly a free-trade nation. It had free trade i~ food 
supplies, and it soon fell into a position where it could not feed its 
people._ It bad free trade in certain manufactured goods, and soon 
foun.d its market .overrun by goods "made in Germany." But it never 
abolished protection ~or its shipping. It built the greatest navy in 
the. world to P!"ote~t its merchant marine and paid enormous subsidies 
to its steam~h1p lines to keep the flag of England on every sea. It 
was England s enormous navy and its protected merchant marine that 
saved. the British Empire from collapse. 

British labor w~s wise enough to see the significance of this. It was 
keen enough to rnterpret the weakness due to free trade and the 
strength. that r~sulted from protection; and so it demanded protection 
for the I1;ldl!str1i:s of England, f!S well. as for the shipping of England. 
Great Br1tam will be a protective-tanff nation as long as Englishmeu 
remem~er the lessons of this war. And it will be a long time befo1·e 
they will forget them. 

While this was going on in England, American labor was not asleep. 
Many of us SB;W that we were unprepared in a military sense when 
we entered tb1s war. We had only a small Army and a Navy of 
50,000 or 60,000 men. It was not that Army or ravy that Germany 
feare.d. I~ was the great body of American labor trained, skillful, 
and mtel.hgent tba t. woul!1, after a short period of trainin"', make the 
best soldiers and sailors m the world, and it was the great industries 
of the United States, built up by over a hundred years of protection, 
that Germany knew we could depend upon to supply our soldiers and 
sailors with the supplies and equipment of war. American labor knew 
what these industries meant to us in the prosecution of the war and 
what ~hey would mea°: to u~ when peace was restored. We' were 
determmed that these rndustries should not perish and at our con
vention in Buffalo, in November, 1917, attended by the delegates of 
the American Federation of Labor, we declared-

" That this convention go on record in favor of a policy of industrial 
preparedness and the enactment of laws by Congress that will ade
quately protect all wage earners of our country against the loss of 
employment thro~t;h any industrial invasion on the part of the pro
ducts of any of ttfe other nations." 

I appeal ~o you if that .fs not ~he American spirit? I appeal to 
you if that 1s not the American policy? I appeal to you if that is not 
the voice of the .American people? 

We do not propose to fight for the liberty of the world and lose our 
own right to life, liberty, and the pursuit of happiness. We are not 
going. to sa~egu.ard the independence of otbe.r nations and lose our 
own mdustnal rndependence. We are not gomg to lick Germany on 
those bloody fields of France and Belgium and then let Germany loot 
our markets. We are not going to send our sons across the sea to 
conquei· the brutal Hun and then make Germany the master of our 
trade and commerce. 

But, my friends, that is just what is going to happen if we do not 
prepare for our industrial defense. 

There are candidates in this State running for high office who voted 
for the Underwood tariff bill that reduced our tariff protection so low 
that Germany and all the other countries began to fiood our markets 
with their goods. When Woodrow Wilson signed the Underwood tariff 
be rose and expressed great satisfaction with the provisions of that 
law. "The feeling that I have," be said, "is that we have done the 
rank and file of the country a ![!'eat service." Mr. Underwood one 
of the foremost leaders of the uemocratic Party and at that' time 
chairman of the Ways and 1\:Ieans Committee, said: "I am absolutelv 
confident that this law will reduce the cost of living in the United 
States, and it will provide ample revenue for the Government." It 
redc.eed the employment of American labor, but it did not reduce the 
cost of living, and the revenue obtained from the tariff was cut down 
many millions. That tariff law, which was signed with so much satis
faction in the White House, led straight to the bread line and the soup 
houses and to the army of unemployed, in which from four to five 
millions of " the rank and file of the country" were soon enrolled 
That was a draft law in which there was no patriotism and no element 
of public service. The soldiers in that army were not clothed in 
khaki; they were clothed iu rags. There were no honors and promo
tion ; there was only the pitiful and profitless search for work. The 
Red Cross was not organized for comfort and for aid, but there were 
volunteer organizations of relief in all our cities. The National Govern
ment did not come to your rescue, but State, city, and private charity 
was called upon to save the unemployed from starvation. There were 
no barracks nor cantonments built for the army of the unemployed 
but they found shelter from the storms of winter in wharves, ware: 
houses, and police stations. · 

.An official canvass in Philadelphia showed 200,000 men ,memployed. 
Labor organizations in New York City estimated that 472,i,OOO men and 
women were either out of work or on part time. In chicago there 
were 190,000 out of work. In New England the mills were forced to 
close and thousands walked the streets in idleness. In New York 
emergency workshops were opened and thousands fiocked to them, 
eager to wo1·k for 50 cents and 60 cents a day, while thousands were 
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turned away. In Lawrence the city government appropriated $35;000 
to relieve the distress of t'he unemployed. In Lynn the i.,'Teat fac
tories of that city were working on part time or closed entirely. In 
a small western city the officials, under the stress of the critical un
employment tbcre, arranged to put a rock crusher into operation. It 
conld employ only 25, tmt 1,000 applied for work. 

Cincinnati, Philadelphia, Pittsburgh, Boston, Providence, and a long 
list of other cities made appropriations to provide work :tor the un
employed. :Massachusetts, true to her traditions, acted in a practical 
way. She appropriated $100,000 and work was provided through the 
forestry de:partment. But the national administration, whose leader 
had signed the Underwood law with so much confidence and satisfac
tion, met the appeal for a program of employment exchanges, public 
works, and loans with an order that a census be taken to prove the 
need, and then refused an appropriation of $10,000 to have the census 
made. The Federal Government did make one contribution toward 
relieving the distress. It opened the immigration buildings on Ellis 
Island as a sbelt€r to homeless men and permitted the use of Govern
ment blankets, cots, and floors for the housing of 800 men each day. 
Five million men were out of work and the President opened Ellis 
Island to accommodate 800 of them. Was that rendering much of a 
service to " the rank and file of the country "? 

The Democratic tariff policy is the greatest menace that there is to 
the workingmen of this country. Men who voted for the Democratic 
tariff of disaster and distress are asking you to vote to return them 
to Congres . H you have the interests of American labor at heart, 
you will vote to have them remain at home. 

Free trade closes our factories, multiplies failures, and produces 
21n~mployment. A protective tariff opens the idle factories and pro
vides work and a pay envelope for American labor~ You can not give 
away tl1e American market and keep the workingmen of the country 
employed. You can not abolish a protective tariff and keep our in
dustries or our labor prosperous. You · can not import the articles 
which supply the needs of our people and at the same time provide 
our people with work. When you send our orders for goods to the 
mills of Europe you empty the mills of the United States. Wben you 
give employment to European labor you drive our workingmen to the 
street. 

It was only when the war stopped the importation of foreign goods 
that businc<ss began to pick up in this country. It was only because 
the workingmen of Europe were called from their workshops to mo
bilize great armies that our workingmen got a chance to go back to 
work. The Underwood law brought 10-ss and unemployment. The 
war brought work and high wages. 

But, thank God, the brave boys of the American Army, recruited 
from our farms and our workshops, will soon bring this war to an 
end and force Germany to an unconditional surrender. But if the 
free traders still control our Congress the Underwood tariff law, or 
one even worse, will remain in force and the agony and distress of 
!914 will return. 

President Wilson demands, as one of the conditions of peace, the 
" removal of all economic barriers." That, gentlemen, means free 
trade ; and free trade means unemployment, bread lines, and starva- • 
ti on. 

The only way to prevent "the removal of all economic barriers" is 
for Americ n labor to insist on its right to the American market and 
safeguard that mttrket by a protective tariff. To do this you must 
elect protectionists to the Hon e and to the Senate; you must elect 
men who will vote for protection to American labor. 

* * * • • 
ADMINISTRATION BY COLLECTIVE AUTHORITY. 

Mr. KING. 1\fr. President, various matters have been placed 
in the RECORD by Senators bearing upon the Smith-Towner bill. 
If that had not been done by the proponents of the measure I 
should not ask the indulgence of the Senate to have placed in 
the RECORD a number of editorials and extracts from publica
tions which I have here. 

I a k unanimous consent to have printed in the RECORD, in 
8-point type, a pa.rt of the report of President Butl-er, of Colum
bia University. It appears on pages 20, 21, 22, and 23 of his 
annual report as president for the year 1921. It is an able dis
cussion of the functions of the State and of the evils of the 
academic wit once defined good administration as the doing 
uniformity craze which seems to have permeated the land. 

There being no objection, the matter refexred to was ordered 
to be printed in the RECORD, in 8-point type, as follows : 

"One of the most noteworthy of recent developments in 
American life is the zeal with which machinery is designed and 
built ostensibly to serve various public interests and under
takings, but in reality to control them. Perhaps in no other 
way is the decline of faith in liberty -so clearly marked. An 
extremely well of that which should not be done at all. If this 
clever phrase is to be applied to public administration, it would 
have to be altered so as to read, the doing ill of that which 
should not be done at all, for public administration-adminis
tration by collecti"ve authority-is nlmost uniformly inefficient, 
and for an obvious reason. In such case artificial choice takes 
the place of natural selection in the designation of agents, and 
since nature is wiser than man, particularly political man, effi
ciency at once declines. In tbe United States we are, in fiat 
defiance of all onr proclaimed principles and ideals, building a 
series of bureaucracies that will put to shame the best efforts of 
the Government of the Czar of all the Russias when in the hey
day of it: glory. We are surrounded by agents, special agents, 
inspector , and spies, and the people are c-alled upon to support 
through their taxes, in harmful and un-.American activities, 
whole armies of individuals wbo should ·be engaged in produc
tive indust1·y. When anything appears to go wrong, or when 
any desirable movement seems to lag, a cry goes up for the 

cr~~on of some new board or commission, and for an appro
pr1~tion of public funds to maintain it in reasonable <!Omfort. 
An infinite number of blank forms must be filled and an infinite 
number of records must be kept, cla sifted and audited at 
steadily mounting cost. ' 

" For a long time the excellent limitations of the American 
form of Federal Government held these movements in check 
so far as the National Government itself was concerned. When' 
however, the ingenious discovery was made that the Nationai 
Government might aid the States to do what lay within their 
province but was denied to the National Government it elf, the 
door was opened to a host of schemes. These have followed 
each other in rapid succession, all urged with a certain amount 
of plausibility ~nd with an appeal to kindly sentiment, usually 
supportoo by vigorous propaganda and zealous paid agents. 

"So far as education is concerned, there has been overor"'ani
zation for a long time past. Too many persons are engag:c1 in 
supervising, in inspecting, and in recording the work of other 
persons. There is too much machinery and, in consequence, a 
steady temptation to lay more stress upon the form of education 
than upon its content Statistics displace scholarships. There 
are, in addition, too many la.ws and too precise laws and not 
enough opportunity for those mistakes and failures due to in
dividual initiative and experiment, which are the fo~dation for 
great and l asting success. 

" It is now proposed to bureaucratize and to bring into uni
formity the educational system of the whole United States 
while making the most solemn assurance that nothing of th~ 
kind is intended. The glory and the successes of education in 
the United States are due to its freedom, to its unevenne s, to 
its reflection of the needs and ambitions and capacities of lo l 
communities, and to its being kept in close and constant touch 
with the people themselves. There is not money enough in the 
United States, even if every dollar of it were expended on edu
cation, to produce by Federal authority or through what is 
naively called cooperation between the Federal Government and 
the several States, educational results that would be at all 
comparable with those that have already been reached under 
the free and natural system that has grown up among us. If 
tax-supported education be first encouraged and inspected and 
then little by little completely controlled by central authority, 
European experience shows precisely what will happen. In so 
far as the schools of France are controlled from the ministry 
of education, in Paris, they tend to harden into uniform ma
chines, and it is only when freedom is given to different types 
of school or to different localities that any real progress is made. 
Anything worse than the system which has prevailed in Pru ia 
would be difficult to imagine. It is universally acknowledged 
that the unhappy decline in German university freedom and 
effectiveness and the equally unhappy subjection of the educated 
classes to the dictates of ilie political and military ruling 
groups were the direct result of the highly centralized and effi
cient control from Berlin of the nation's schools and universities. 
For Americans now to accept oversight and direction of thei.J.· 
tax-supported schools and colleges from Washington would 
mean that they had failed to learn one of the plainest and most 
weighty I-es ons of the war. It is true that education is a na
tional problem and a national responsibility; it is also true that 
it has been characteristic of the American people to solve their 
most dHficult national problems and to bear their heaviest na
tional responsib-ilities through their own action in the field o:t 
liberty rather than through the agency of organized Government. 
Once more to tap the Federal Treasury under the guise of aid
ing the States and once more to establish an army of bureau
crats in Washington and another army of inspectors roaming 
at large throughout the land will not only fail to accomplish any 
permanent improvement in the education of our people, but it 
will assist in effecting so great a revolution in our Amel"icru.i 
form of government as one day to endanger its perpetuity. 

" Illiteracy will not be sensibly diminished, if at all, by Fed
eral appropriations, nor will the physical health of the people 
be thereby improved. The major portion of any appropriation 
that may be made will certainly be swallowed up in meeting the 
cost of doing ill that which should not be done t all. The true 
path of advance in education is to be found in the direction of 
keeping the people's schools closely in touch with the people 
themselves. Bureaucrats and experts will speedily take the 
life out of even the best schools and reduce them to dried arul 
mounted specimens of pedagogic fatuity. Unless the school is 
both the work and the pride of the community which it serves, 
it iS nothing. A school system that grow naturally in re
sponse to the needs and ambitions of a undred thousand dif
ferent localities will be a better school system than any which 
can be imposed upon those localities by the aid of grant of 
public money from the Federal Treasury, accompanied by Fed· 
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eral regulations, Federal inspections, Federal reports, and Fed· 
Mal uniformities. 

"It is fortunate that Columbia University, a public institu.
tio~ was founded and is supported by the State in tbe . field of 
Uberty, and that it is free to carry on its work beyond the reach 
of the deadening hand of Government." 

EXPENDITURES OF ST:A.TE SCHOOL SYSTEMS. 

Mr. KING. Mr. Eresident, 1 ha\"e here a statement from the 
Bureau of Education showing the amount of money expended by 
the various States for education during the year 1920. It is 
a very illuminating tabulation and emphasizes the fact, which 
everyone knows, that the States are expending very laTge 
amounts annually for public-school purposes. I ask unanimous 
consent that the table may be ·printed in the RECORD. 

There being no objection, the table was ordered to be printed 
in the RECORD, as follows : 

Empendiiures of State school systerMJ, 1920. 

Outlays- Salaries ior 
Total~end- teacllilrs, 

itures not new build- Payments principals, 
States. ~d~~· for including debt textbook~ 

and super-
service). visors in equipment. day schools. 

Alabama ................... '?.118,691 $.1;399,328 $19,471 S6:. 09Z, 240' 
.ALix.ona ................ 3391 zs8 1, 50'2, 689 . ~769 2J551, 290 
Arkansas ................... 1, 706,621 11 716, 545 .... 3oo;9ss· 5,216,575 
Calliornia ........... ·- ..... ~g~~~ 9,-780,466 . 'Zl,283p20. 
Colorado ................... 2,419, 413 ~!) 6,879,681 
Connecticut ................ 16

1
31.&'-420 2, 345,022 1 7,269 9,051, 753 

Delaw-are ................... 1;676
1 

503 130, 316 5.lo,63g... 996,487 
District of Columbia •....... 4,297,894 292,58i 40)567 2,869, 165 
Florida ..................... 7,030,933 1,037, 983 13,120 3,447,238· 
GeorgiaJ .••• - ............ - .. 9,076,453 707,132 ·-·i45;i38" 6,932,..836 
Idaho ...................... 8,591, 942 2,006,200 3, 793, 232 
Illinois ..................... 69,358,022 10,30 ,438 (2) 39,575,327 
Indiana. ... - ......... - ..•... 35, 764, 74 a1)000,ooo . ···23.i;m· 19,330,624 
Iowa ....................... 37,334,167 4,832, 702 20, 219,013 
Kansas ..................... 26,251 009 3,~,~ (•) ~991,832 

~~=--~:::::::::::::::: ~ 8, 117, 074 3,52' 5,512,033 
11,.366,934 2, '11J7,539 ····25s;i9s· 6,697,393 

'.M.a.ine ...................... 6,403,673 4.W,373 3, 457;595 
Maryland.. .................. 8,242,399 473,949 185, 241 6,022,505 
Massach1JSetts. _ ............ 40,908, 940 2,929,473 593, 751 25,847, 792 
'.Michigan .......... -· -...... 4?,683, 7f'l3 9,853 175 ............... 23 443,981 
'.Minnesota .................. 3;:i, 734 098 7, 315, 142 ................... 11, 257, 412 

~~~!.·::::::::::::::::: 5 5,474: 795 ~I,000,000 .............. 3,482,855 
28, 707,·100 5,_bW431 .. ··274;2.iif 16,831, 751 

'.Montana .................... ~~,f>.31 2, ,505 6,053,fi:IB 
Nebraska .......... :-........ ,580,069 2,821,186 809,360 10i907,631 
Ne~ada ..................... I, 383-,850 182,45(i 24,490 80-1, 573 
New Hampshire ............ 3,810,669 182,501 81 003 2,039,888 
New Jersey ................. 40, 900, Erl:l" 5,:,~ 543: 198 2~ 779,519 
New Mexico ................ 4;139, 597 .... 387; "7" ,211,190 
New York; ................. 100,00,319 91 GI7,690 70,843,465 
North Carolina ............. 12,147, 855 2,340,000 , ... i58"883" 7, 935,544 
North Dakota .............. 12,8S3,443 6 J, 800, 000 6,ZIB, 155 
Ohio ........................ 67,426,~ 10,566,326 736:345 35,342, 949 
Oklahoma .................. 22, 906, 19 4,540, 134 -·-········· 12,3~865 

~~~i-Vania::::::::::::::: &997,892 1,922,218 .. i; 527; 540. 6, 7 ,432 
7 '410 'l1J7 7,949,053 4.0,960,835 

Rhode Island.. •..•••...•...• 4, 100' 333 221, 114 (2) 2,983,888 
South Carolina ............. 6,&~017 }~492 .... 334;905· 4,496, 8Hi 
South Dakota .............. 11,5 ,896 J ,350' 5,450,483 
Tennessee .................. 101 141;374 1,594,853 20', 249 6,557,966 
Texas ...................... 33,606,210 5, 268,384 3,273,635 17,&59,653 
Utah ....................... 8,239,829 1,989,305 74, 213 3,903,893 
Vermont. .................. 3,588 098 80,441 56,&53 1, 864,192 
Virginia .................... 12,975;039 2, 778, 943 33, 50'2 7,SSO 882 
Washington ................ 20-, 59'5, 360 1 005 452 . 829, 723 12, 187;·500 

;~;;o~!!E~~::::::::::::: . 11, 40'2, 488 1;4os; 534 55,981 7,334,6lT 
27,255 ('.56 4,606,829 ' 34l.992 15,472, 700 

Wyoming .................. 3, 741'.793 589, 740 85;835 2, 12&;927 

United States......... 1,033,070,682 153,542,852 11, 786,495 -589,819,899 

ont~~~-~~~~'.1:3: ....... 1 343, 822 14, ooo 4, ooo zaa, 200 
Canal .~onei............ 180, 391 · 5, 489 7, o.H 131, 125 
Ha_w:an:······.......... 2,536,924 66S,172 .•.• ·........ 1,575.,820 

~~tcili1i~ ~~1~.~~:::::: • • · · · · 2; 959; 24&· · · · · · · iw; ooi · · · · · · 52; oii · , · · 2: 035; si2 

I Included with operation expenses. 
2Included with supplies. 
r Estimated. 
jlncluded witb expenditures for compulsory attendance and sc11ool census. 
5Ffgures for1919. 
6 Figures for l!H8. 

Mr. KING. Mr. President, I have here several editorials 
from the Boston Herald, the Boston Transcript, and the Spring
field UniO'n relating to the Federal rontrol of education and 
cognate questions. I ask that they may likewise be printed 
in the IlECO"RD. 

There being no objection, the matter referred to was ordered. 
to be printed in the RECORD as follows : 

[From the Boston Herald, .July 2, 1922.) 
NO POLITICS, NO SECT IN THE PUBLIC SCHOOIJS.. 

Th.e National Education Association, which · honors Boston this w-eek 
with ite presence, has it in its power t<> be a national bt-neficence. It 
also has it in its power to be a national peril. It can be of1 tremendous 

~ervice fo the future of the United States it it continues to devote 
Itself to. the discussion of methods for the educational development 
of AIJ!-eric:in youth along broad and liberal lines. It can be a de.
structive rnfiuence to American ideals if it yields to the persuasive 
~rguments of ~e propaganda so active already around Boston ' meer
rng places looki.ng toward the centralization in Washington of all edu
cational activities. 

ti 
Should t~e National .Association tor any reason either adopt resolu

ons fayormg the Towner-Sterling education bill, or send out from 
Boston its members poisoned with the virus of socialism a:nd bu
r.eaucracy e~na~g from that bill and proposed legi lation of simi
lar purport, it will have done a wrong to the cause of real education 
fr?m which perha~s ther~ will never .be recovery. More than that, it 
wil! have st1r:ed I!1to virulent activity all the sectarian animosities 
which follow rnvariably upon attempts to control by government the 
character of teaching in American schools. 

Should the Towner-Sterling bill become a law and should it be 
ac.cepted by the States, it would he a deadly blow at the Federal Con
stitution. It would be anothel' step toward the subordination of the 
governments of the states to the activities of partisan and sectarian 
bureaus _Ioeated ~t the .Federal Capital, where-, they cun not be in close 
touch with C"Oll.d1tions m local communities. It will be a step toward 
t.vranny through soeialism-a long step toward the distintegratlon 
of our federated Rep11blic. 

The Sht'ppard"'ro~-ner bill was a baneful thlng. Massachusetts has 
ret~sed. to .accept the bribe offered by Congres as a price for sub
ordma trng its own State freeda:m to the dictates of a Federal bureau. 
It was proba:bly unc-onstltutional. Its constitutionality will have to be 
decfd~d bJ'. the Supreme Court. It i probable also that the Towner
Sterlmg bill is unconstitutional. That question also must come before 
the Supreme Court before the bill can go into effect even should it be 
passed by Congres . ' 

We eai:nestly hope that the National Education Association will 
serve notice on !he Towner-Sterling propagandists, as :well as on all 
othei;· propagandists; that they are not wanted in the association's 
meetings. The teachers ot tbe United States owe it to the people of 
t~e United Sta~es, whose- children will some time determine the des
tiny ot th-e Umted States, to make sure that insidious doctrine fatal 
!o the perpetuation of our Federal form of gO'Vernment shall not be 
mculcated through any agency of theirs. 

The. Towner-Sterling bill will poison education with politics and 
sectarianism. Our seh0-0ls must be kept free of both. 

[From tbs Boston Herald, J'uly 6, 1922.J 

WHY W.11l OPPOSE FEDERAL- CONTROii Oil' EDUCATION. 

. The Herald commends to ·evel:'y del-egate in attendance upon the ses
s10ns of the National Education • .Association · a careful perusal of the 
Fane~il Hall .address on the ~ourth of July by Mr. Jeremiah E. Burke, 
supermtendent of Boston public schools. It was pe-culiarly appropriate 
that he s~ould have spoken .as be did on that day in tbat p lace. He 
showed hunself to be. a sentinel of the Rep.uMic,. just as e.very. school 
teacher no'Y in Bos~on should consid~ himself or bel.'self a sentinel of 
th-e Republic, guardmg constantly against the perils · which lurk in the 
!f[~~~a\~o~i~t~~~J~. Washington, thro11pi schemes for Rederal aid, 

" Prussian mil~ta.rists," said Mr. Burke, " disregarded the lessons of 
Alexander, Hanmb_al, Caesar, an~ N~poleon. They would establish: an 
absolute State. BISmarck. proclaimed. thRt the schoolmaster was abToad 
in the land,. b~ the schoolmaster was not tree. He. was an officer of 
the State, obedient to · the State, compelled to do the bidding of the 
State. What he should teach and how be should teach was prescribed 
by the State. All the agencies within the State be-came subservient 
to the military clique. Government. existed for the favored few In 
50 years the thought of the peop.le was distorted and malform~d in 
conformity with despotic th orie . Tbe State was apotheosized The 
Germa:i people caf!l': to. associate the K~iser with. Deity ; they were led 
to belleve that militarism was a blesslilg, that the hands of all the 
wo.rl.d were raised: against. t~em, and tll.at Germany was justified on 
patri(}tic grounds In. comfillttmg; outrageous acts of sacrilege and bru
tality. All of this· willful pe-n·ersion of a people mentally and morally 
was manifestly the result of a system of false education." 

These are words which every American should take to heart The 
Towner educational bills under consideTation, however modified pro
pose tu bring within the soope of the Federal Government all educa
tional activities through the allurement. ot great a-ppropriations for 
Federal aid to States; however innocent they may seem in. purpose 
however progressive they may look to those whu ad'\l"ocate them bow: 
ev~r modified they may ~e in. th_e process of transition through' title legis-

· 1ative. body, they contain. withrn themselve-s the germ or supreme "'OV
ernmental control just as truly as the srstem which in 50 years ]~red 
Ge1'many int01 a condition where b<;!r entire people were cunvinced that 
the- welfare of t~ wol'ld depend('d on the universal acceptance of Prus
sian ideals. There is no such thing as compromise or middle ground · 
Elitber tbe individual States must determine their own educationai 
methods or the FedC'r'al Government' must control the States'--the two 
systems can not be comlJined. When the States begin to look to Wash
ington for funds witb which to stimulate their public schools they will 
inevitably look! to Washington fen guidance as to how those funds 
shall be expended. Even though a bill which might be adopted to
morrow should _in words prohibit .. Feder:;i.I C?ntrol,'"' there is nothing in 
th.e system which. the Towner-Sterling1 bill maugurates to prev-ent the 
growth of bureaucraue despotism later. 

The Herald baa been criticized for saying that the Towner-Sterling 
bill leads to sectarianism. 'fbere ·is nothing in the bill to indicate that 
one sect or another would · control the educational machinery of the 
United States, and yet if .it were under~ot>d that the first head of the 
educational bureau established by tbe bill should be a communicant of 
any one of several churches which might be named, how many of those 
who now are crying for Ute passage- of the bill would still support it? 

we have been crtticized for sayi:Dg that this Federal inte-rference or 
a i tance--it makes no difference which word i used-woulCI mean 
the injection of partisaJ:!Ship . into public education. Doe-s anl'. advo· 
cate of the Town.er:.Sterlmg bill beli1>ve that a Rt>publlcan adtrunistPa
tion would place- any other than a Re-publican in charge ·01 the educa
tional bureau, with its. limitless- opportunities for political propaganda, 
or that any Democratic administration would place a Republlcan in 
such a . post of partisan advantage? If the creation of su<'h a bureau 
in Washington~ with initial appropriation of $'50,000,000 1 to be dis
tributed among the- States in accordance with We preference of th& 
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bureaucrats, does not incite to tyranny, then human nature bas been 
transformed. Tyranny will be no less obnoxious because the tyrants 
have been multiplied. . 

We have been asked to specify how the enactment of such a meas
ure as the Towner-Sterling bill would be a long step toward the dis
integration of our federated Republic. If it is not a step toward the 
disintegration of the Republic through the concentration in Washington 
of an education propaganda, then there can be no reasonable excuse 
for the experiment. If the backward States feel that they need assist
ance in advancing the cause of education they will be generously aided 
by the fri~nds of education in States like Massachusetts, which has 
always led in educational endeavor ; but they must not expect the State 
of Massachusetts or any other forward-looking State to sacrifice her 
independence at the behest of socialistic theorists. 

(From the Boston Transcript, July 8, 1922.] 
MILLIONS FOR AID BUT NOT 0 'll CENT FOR BRIBlllRY. 

With most of the arguments advanced against the Towner-Sterling 
bill to Europeanize our public school system, which brings it under 
the yoke of a Federal bureaucracy at Washm~ton and expose it to 
tlle ml:!tldlesome infiuence of an international and for the most part 
imperial bureaucracy at Geneva, ~e heartily sympathize. An exception 
to this rule, however, is the argument based upon the fact that the 
bill would provide for the distribution among the poorer and less 
populous States of the Union public money raised by taxation in 
Massachusetts and the other richer and more populous States. This 
ar.,.ument is based upon :fact, but the argument is none the less an 
appeal to sectionalism in its most sordid form, an appeal to the belly 
of the State when the freedom of the State is at stake. 

Millions of dollars raised by taxation in Massachusetts have been 
spent by the Federal Government in other parts of the Union to defray 
the cost of public improvements that were properly matters of Federal 
concern. The people of Ma!lsachusetts have never begrudged this ex
penditure whenever they could be shown that it benefited not merely 
the State where it was spent but the Union as a whole. Massachu
setts has been contributing to the welfare and greater glory of the 
Nation in peace and in war, in blood and treasure, by toil and thrift 
and sacrifice, from the day the Nation was set up, and it will not be 
merely the privilege · but the duty of the Commonwealth to continue 
cheerfully that practice as long as we remain a Nation and refuse to 
return to the status of a colony or to disintegrate iato a "polyglot 
boarding house " or a picnic ground for hyphenates from far and 
near. 

The objection to the Towner-Sterling bill on the score of expense 
which will find sympathy and support not only on this page but among 
the plain people throughout Massachusetts, is to be found in the fact 
that money raised by taxation in Massachusetts would be offered by the 
Federal Government to the people of the smaller and less populous 
States of the Union in the form of a bribe and in return for the sur
render of the birthright of the State, which under the Constitution 
is intrusted with safeguarding the freedom of education within its 
borders. 

No State in the Union would willingly and without reward sur
render the control of its public-school system to a Federal bureaucracy 
at Washington or expose its public-school system to alien meddling 
from Geneva. The only co11sideration which would tempt a State to 
make this surrender would be the offer of a bribe in the form of a 
liberal Federal subsidy of precisely the sort that the Towner-Sterling 
bill provides for. Caught between the upper millstone of such a 
temptation and the lower millstone of the rising cost of government 
everywhere, the poorer and less populous States of the Union might 
anrl probably would surrender their birthright in return for such a 
bribe. The State of Nevada, for example, having yielded to such a 
temptation and having accepted such a bribe, would then be In a 
condition where, if the Congress of the United States so decreed, a 
secretary of educati-0n from New England or the South could make 
of the public-school system of Nevada an educational experimental 
station for the remainder of the States of the Union, regardless of the 
effect of the experiment upon the youth of Nevada. 

'l'he people of Massachusetts in the past have, as we have said, 
gladly oontrlbuted from their earnings toward the development of the 
less wealthy States of the Ullion, and that will always be the gen
erous spirit of the Commonwealth while it remains true to its tra
ditions. But the people of Massachusetts never have contributed 
knowingly and willingly, and willingly and knowingly never will con
tribute one cent to be expended by the Federal Government anywhere 
in the United States in the form of a bribe to a State to surrender 
that part of its birthright which gives to -each State absolute control 
of its public-school system. '.rhis feature of the Towner-Sterling bill 
has only. to be understood by our electorate, as we believe, for the 
bill to i·eceive the same repudiation at the hands of Massachusetts 
that the covenant for a League of Nations received in 1920 in the 
"great and solemn referendum" of that year. And then the elaborate 
scheme with a h~henated name will go the way of " the evil thing 
with a holy name, ' so far as the American people are concerned. But 
American independence will remain and freedom in education and 
religion will thereby be safeguarded. 

[From the Boston Transcript, July 7, 1922.] 

BILL TO l!JUROP.11\ANIZE OUR PUBLIC SCHOOLS. 
"If the day should ever arrive (which God forbid) when the people of 

the different parts of our country should allow their local affairs t.o be 
administered from Washington-on that day the progressive political 
career of the Ame~ican people will have come to an end, and the hopes 
that have been built upon it for the futurn happiness and prosperity of 
mankind will be wrecked forever.-(John Fiske, in •A Critical Period of 
.American ffistory.')" 

Without debate~ but not without a pr~iminary propaganda that might 
well make any alien agent envious of its efficacy, the National Educa
tion Association in national convention assembled has again indorsed 
the Towner-Sterling bill. A big fund is being raised by the proponents 
of this measure to pay the cost of the lobby that is trying to jam it 
thuugh the Congress during a campaign year, while the jamming 
process is comparatively simple, and down the throats of the American 
people who will be taxed to pay the cost of this elaborate scheme with 
a hyphenated name. 

What is the Towner-Sterling bill? It is a bill to Europeanize the 
educational system of the United States, to scrap the free school sys
tem of the several States and substitute in its place a Federal syste:ijl 
9t education, subsidized from Washington, regulated froN Washington, 

and all in imitation of the imperialistic methods of the Old World The 
main provisions of the bill are two : The first provides for the creation 
by Congress of a Federal department of education to be headed by a 
sec1·etary who shall be nominated by the President, with the advice and 
consent of the S~nate, and shall be a member of the President's Cabinet 
The .second provides Federal aid in education in the form of a Federai 
subsidy to be taken out of the Federal Treasury and doled out among 
the States to be used in education as Congress may from time to time 
~ecree. These two main provisions are enough to condemn the measure 
m the eyes of. true _Americans w~o take the trouble to think the thing 
~hrou~h, and m their hearts cherish the hope of making a contribu tion 
m thell' day and generation toward the conservation and enhancement 
of that "Americ;an character" at home and abroad which It was the 
dream of Washrngton to develop and the destiny of Lincoln to save 
and the glory of Roosevelt to incarnate in his life and work 

Any bill pr~vidi.Dg for the creation of an additional executive depart
ment at Washmgton and an additional member of the Cabinet is to th1:1t 
extent a bad. bill and ought to be opposed by every taxpayer in th~ 
land. Experience has demonstrated that the number of executive de
part~ents a~d the size of the .Cabinet should be reduced, not increased, 
a nd i~ the hgbt of that expenence a plan for the reorganization of the 
executive bra!1ch of the G?vernment has be~n _Prepared and is now be
fore the P!es1d~t, w_ho will pres~ntly submit it to Congress as a basis 
~or remedial leg1slat1on. Any bill that provides :for fu1·t.her trespass
m~ b:y th.e Federal Government upon the premises placed by the Con
stitution m the con.trol of the several States is also bad and ought to be 
opposed by every taxpayer in the land. It is true that Federal control 
will hasten standardization of education, but what true American be
lieving iJ?- education and religious freedom, wishes to see a system of 
standardized education or standardizeil religion established in this 
country and controlled in Washington? 

Our own Congressman JOHN JACOB ROGERS voices we believe the 
true se_ntiments of the plain people of Massachusetts ~hen he deciares 
his bellef that " Massachusetts or California is a better jud"'e of what 
~er people should learn and use and in what schools they should learn 
It than any bureau or department chief can be." The late l!"ranklin K. 
Lane, the able Se~retary of the Interior of the last administration, put 
the a1:"gument agarnst the Towner-Sterlin~ bill in a single sentence when 
he. said: "Federal control of schools would be a curse, because the in
evitable effect of Federal control is to standardize." President Good
now, of Johns Hopkins University, sees in this elaborate scheme with a 
?YPhenated D!ime " a ~ost dan~erous usurpation of power in Wash
rngton tha~ will. und~rmme the rights of the people." President Butler, 
of Colufil:b1a U_mversity, puts the case in language so plain that parents 
and pupils alike can understand the menace of this measure to our 
happiness as a people at home and our prestige as a nation abroad, 
when he warns t~e coun~r:y that "once more to tap the U'ederal Treas
ury under the guise of aiding the State, and once more to establish an 
army of bureaucrats in Washington, and another army of inspectors 
roaming at .large through_ the land, will not only fail to accomplish any 
perman~t improvement m the education of our people but will assist 
lil effecting so great a revolution in our form of government as to en
dang~r one ~ay its perp~tuity.'' President Hadley, of Yale University, 
was m Ber~m in the wmter of 1907-8 and saw a great deal of the 
inside working of what was then the Imperial German Government· he 
noted that the degradation of Germ8.ll thought was largely due to·' the 
fact that through the establishment, first, of Berlin University and 
second, of other centralized Prussian authorities, "the politicians bad 
become able to throttle free thought." He regards the Towner-Sterling 
bill ~s " a long step in tl~e Prussianizing of American education," and 
so will every other .~merican wben he examines the provisions of the 
bill in the light of " the plainest and most weighty lessons of the war." 

But the lobby back of the Towner-Sterling bill would have the public 
believe that it does not provide for Federal control of public educa
tion but that the Federal Government will be willing to scatter mil
lions of dollars from its Treasury broadcast through the several States 
and ask no questions as to the expenditure. It this were true it 
would be taxation without representation-a tyranny more intolerable 
than the yoke that would be put upon the youth of America for the 
rest of the time by the Europeanizing of our public schools. Of 
course, it is not true; it is grotesquely untrue, for the reason that 
the Federal Government never has been and never will be willing to 
subsidize an enterprise without retaining the right to regulate the 
expenditure of the subsidy, and Federal regulation is only another 
name tor .b"ederal control. 

It would be bad enough to scrap our American system of free schools 
in the several ~Hates and set up in its place a l!' ederal department of 
education, whose control would immediately become a football of 
partisan politics, but the vision of the Natio1;ial Education Associa
tion and the lobby that is backing the Towner-Sterling bill is "a 
world vision." Already steps have been taken looking to the "inter
nationalizing" of the association. If that is accomplished and this 
organization gains control of a Federal department of education we 
shall soon see Federal control of our public-school system give way to 
international meddling, with a superdepartment of education set up 
at Geneva as an adjunct of the supergovernment provided for in the 
covenant of the League of Nations. lilvery teacher in the land draw
ing a subsidy under this elaborate scheme with a hyphenated name 
could then be mobilized in support of a drive to force the United 
States into full membership in "the evil thing with a holy name," as 
the late Senator Knox rightly called the League of Nations. 

Massachusetts had the grit and the gumption to repudiate by the 
most overwhelming majority on record the covenant of the League of 
Nations, in spHe of the favor which that war-breeding scheme of 
supergovernment found among many members of the National Educa
tion Association and in spite of the lobby that endeavored to jam that 
scheme through the United States Senate and down the throats of 
the American people. Massachusetts with equal grit and equal gump
tion when her neople are given the opportunity to pass upon it at 
the 'polls, will repudiate by an equally overwhelming majority the 
elaborate scheme with a hyphenated name provided for in the Towner
Sterling bill. Our electorate in this Commonwealth is sprung from 
many races, but the belief in our public-school system is as strong 
as the belief in the freedom of religion. Fr~dom in education and 
freedom in religion are twin liberties that are dear to the heart of 
every loval citizen of the Commonwealth. Any attempt in any quar
ter to :Europeanize our public schools and yoke them under a fed
erated bureaucracy at Washington or an international bureaucracy 
in some European capital will be regarded, and rightly, by the people 
of Massachusetts as a challenge to our dual form of government, an 
assault upon American independence, and a direct attack not only 
upon the Constitution of the United States, which is the political 
~ner stone of our national life, but also upon that "American char-
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acter " which is the spiritual corner stone o1 our national life. And 
should not the people of Massachusetts have the OPlJOrtunity to Spasst 
upon the Towner-Sterling bill? It can be done in the coming ta e 
campaign by requiring every candidate for public office to ~Y wheth;er 
be is for or against the attempt of the National Education Associa
tion to Eurooeanize our oublic schools. 

[From the Sprin.,<Yfield Union, July 6, 1922.] 

1 THE SMITH-TOWN.lllB BILL. 

The proceedings of the convention of the National Educatio_n ~s~o
ciation in Boston developed a. difference of opinion as to the des1!ab11ity 
of tbe Smith-Towner bill, now on the calendars of both Houses lD Con
gress, which would establish a department of education on the .same 
basis as other major departments of the Government and start it otI 
wilh an appropriation of $100,000,000, a portion of which would be 
·used in the too popular 50-50 process of Federal aid. Mr. TOWNllB., 
of Iowa, Sl)€cializes in mea'Sures of this sort d£'signed to b"ring u~der 
Federal supervision and control various State and local prerog8:ti".es, 
the temptation bl:!jng a small Federal allowance to States appropriating 
a like amount. 

upon themselves. In my opinion, we need no such plan as that pro
posed in the bill. All we need at Washington is a bureau or depart
ment of investigation and research, whose main functions shall be to 
furnish information and stimulate the States to the highest exertion 
in educating all the children in accordance with the best standards, 
leaving it to each State to pl"ovide its o.wn 1unds and manage ex· 
clusively its own system. I think it will prove a great misfortune to 
the country to continue augmenting bureaucracy at Washington, with 
all of its red tape and multiplication of offices. 

Yours very truly, 
GEORGE N. TILLMAN. 

Mr. KING. Mr. President, I will conclude by asking that 
there likewise be printed in the RECORD a brief review of the 
Smith-Towner bill by one of the ablest and most distinguished 
members of the New York bar, Mr. William D. Guthrie. 

There being no objection, the matter referred to was ordered 
to be printed in the RECORD, as follows: 

THE FEDER.AL GOVER~MENT AND EDUCATION. 
When such a temptation is pla.ced before educators of the land some 

of them rnevitably succumb to it under the too easy assumption that it A REVIEW OI' THE SMITH-TOWNER BILL. 
will tend to promote education, and in any case it suggests more [By William D. Guthrie., of the New York bar.] 
mon y. Toe little thought is given to the possible effect of Federal In compliance with the request of many interested in the subject of 
interference upon local education or State supervision of it, provided education I have studied the provisions of the so-called Smith-Townel" 
it hti.d any effect at all. bill (S. 1017 and ,EI. R. 7) entitled: 

A certain useful service to the cause of education may appear in the "A bill to create a department of education, to authorize appropria-
general surveys and statistics that the Federal Commissioner of Educa- tions for the conduct of said department, to authorize the appropria
tion now publishes for· the benefit of educators in the various States, tion of money to encourage the States in the promotion and support 
but we doubt if there is any agency of public welfare that should be of ducation, and for other purposes." 
so crupulously left to the supervision and control of State and local I have also studied the report of the joint bearings before the Com
authorities as public-school education. Fundamentally and in its most mittee on Education and Labor of the Sixty-sixth Corlgress as well as a 
inti.mate dPtails it must be left to local committees while general super- number of publications discussing the above-mentioned bill and the 
vi Ion and incidental UlJPOrt should be in the hands of the State gov- governmental policy that it seeks to introduce. The aspects of the 
ernment of 1vhich the local communities are the units. The process subject which I have considered may be briefly summarized as follows : 
can not be stretched fnrther with profit. It is claimed by TOWNEli 1. nder the Constitution of the United States no power has been 
and other proponents of the bill t!Jat tile rights of the States and com- delegated to Congress to regulate or control education in the several 
munities will DOt be interfered with. Were this to be the case, what States. That subject was left within the exclusive domain and govern1 
woultl be the use of creating an expensive Fe<leral department of equal mental duty and responsibility Of th3 several States, and Congress can 
authority and position with other departments, with a secretary en- not constitutionally seek directly or indirectly to regulate or control 
titled. to a place in the Cabinet equal to that of the Secretaries of d t· · s i- th · · b · 
departments actually in control of Federal service as delegated in the e uca ion rn the ta~es wi out violating t e reserved nghts of the 
Coru;titution? Were it a proposition to inaugurate a system of purely Statefl and the fundamental principle of local self-government. 

"thin th 2. The provisions of the Smith-Townei· bill would, in my judgment, 
Federal education for certain purposes or certain classes not wi e inevitably involve an attempt at interference in the local affairs of the 
juii,:diction of the several States such a proceeding might be proper States. and the policy of so-called federalization of education once 
en~~;bit is not that kind of proposition. As a matter of fact. it is established would lead to an agitation and demand for a constitutional 
a proposition to erect a Federal tlepnrtment for alleged educational amendment in order to vest in Congress adequate and effective power 

1 · · · · , f Bf centraliz~d supervision and control. 
purposes within the States and for peop e within the Junsd1ct1on o 3. Any such increase of Federal power and diminution of State 
the States. Such a proposition hai:: no natural relation to depart-
mental agencies that actually c0ntrol the foreign affairs, financeS, ?uthorlty, responsib~lity. and duty would be prejudicial to the best 

tions of the Federal Gov<'rnment. 4. 'Ihe creat1on of ~ new .executh e department to ~e known as the 
post ofliC't'~. milita!"y and naval forces, public lands, and other func-1 IDtere~ts of th~ Nation and of. the .~tates. 

If, on the other hand. it is the purpose to interfere with the rights d<'partment of education, with a secretar;r of , educa?-on as the h~ad 
of States and local communities, the case is worse than it would be thereof :ind as such a. met?ber of ~e Pre~dent s Cabrnet, would brmg 
if the Federal Government inaugurated this large expenditure for no the . ubject of. educatio~ _ rnto politics, with the danger of constantly 
effective purpose wbatever. It woulcl probably be found that the varylllg educational policies and c:onstan~ly pursued efforts. ~ control 
$100.000,000 would be multiplied as the Secretary of Education fnnc- the P'.1-tronage of the department m the rnterest of the political party 
tioned and increased his requests or demands. In the nature of the then rn power. 
case such a F~deral ofticer would seek more and more authority and 5. The tendency of Federal interference and direct or indirect control 
interfere more and more with the State and local management of would be toward. the. centralization a~d s.tandardizat~on of educa~i?n• 
schools, in so far as State authorities permitted it by accepting the and such centr~li2'.a?on and standard1zat10!1 would in all probability 
allowance from the Federal appropriations. prove to be preJud1c~al not only to ~he public.-sc_hool s;r-stem but to t.he 

As in other schemes of this kind one of the ideas is to transfer independent and satisfactory operation of enstrng private schools, m
money from certain States to others.' The cost of erlucation in Massa- eluding those maintained by various religious denominations for the 
cllusetts as given by the last reports is $36,614,623, or more than a purpose especially of securing to the younger children of the country 
third of the $100,000,000 propo.sed as a start for the expenses of the the benefit of adequate religious training as well as secular education. 
Department of Ednention and the State allowances. At the best ·Massa- It is generally conceded that under the Constitution of the United 
cbusetts would receive but a relatively small amount out of the Fed- States the subject and control of education are at present indisputably 
eral appropl·iations as the price of its surrender ot full control, while within the exclusive domain of the States, and, indeed, many of the 
it would pay a considerable proportion of the money allowed other advocates of Federal subsidiPs to the States insistently repudiate any 
States. intention of interfering with the control of the States. These advo-

From any point of view the principle of the mea ure is vicious and cates may sincerely believe, as I have no doubt they do, that the move
the best thing the member of the National E<lucatlon Association ment for Federal subsidies and interference can be permunently limited 
can do for the cause of education is to declare against it and to con- to financial and advisory aid, and can always be checked o as to pre
tinue to seek their general information and "helps from such confer- vent any infringement upon the constitutional rights of the States. 
ences as has been assembled in Boston. nut to ar~ept this view would be to disregard all the lessons of prac

Mr_ KING. Mr. President, I have .here a short letter from u 
distinguished lawyer of' Tenne see, Mr. George N. Tillman, 
which I ask may be printed in the RECORD. 

There being no objection, the letter was ordered to be 
printed in the RECORD, as follows: 

Mr . GEORGE A. WASHIXGTOX, 
NASHVILLE, TJlNN., A.p.rU 5, 1921. 

Washington IIall, Tennessee. 
DEAR 1\1.R.s. WASHI:-<GTON : In response to your inquiry as to my 

position up-on the Smith-Towner bill, I wish to say that I am decidedly 
oppo ed to it. It might be amended so as to make it acceptable, but 
I doubt it. It proposes an appropriation of $100,000,000 annually 
for the purpose of maintaining a new department at Wa.shington to 
encourage and assist the State in the promotion -of education. !t 
contain a provision that the management of public schools shall re
main exclusively under the State control; but this prol"ision is mi.B
lending, and if the bill should become a law l believe it would ulti
mately result in the department virtually controlling education in 
ihe States through compulsion that could be brought about bv the 
command of large Federal appropriations. The bill itself clearly· indi
c tes that that would be the final outcome, fo1· the receipt of allot
ment from the large Federal appropriations is made dependent not 
only upon equal appropriations by the State, but of conformity by the 
State with certain requirements embodied in the bill-for instanc~. the 
number of months to b taught. compulsory school atte11dance, ant.I 
certain requirement looking toward the standardization of education. 
Another reason why I am oppo ed to the bill is that it is in the line 
of encouraging the people to look to Federal appropriations to relieve

1 as imagined, tllems<.>lves of legitimate bll.l1dens. The fru:ther remo--vea 
government is from the people the less responsible they feel therefor, 
and people have the it.lea that what they get out of the Federal Gov
ernment is that much pickeu up without any corresponding burden 

tical experience. 
If the States begin by accepting moderate grants of Federal funds as, 

for example, one enabling them to increase the salaries of their public
school teachers, and if, in order to secure Federal funds they conform 
to Fecleral standards, they will in time co!lle to rely upon the Federal 
Government for larger and larger appropriations. This reliance will 
inevitably undermine their independence and sense of responsibility 
and destroy the incentive of local pride and interest in the subject of 
education, as wPll as engender a feeling that the burdens of local tax
ation and resp-0n ibility in connection with education could and should 
be shifted to the Federal Government at Washington. 

Federal aid without any direct or practical control and Federal 
advice without any power of enfo·rcement would undoubtedly prove un
sa ti factory, and would inevitably create an agitation to render 
federalization actually effective and Federal advice or direction prac
tically enforcible. If the country should be now persuaded to approve 
the appropriation by Congress of large sums of money merely "to en
courage the States in the promotion and support of education " it 
would not be many yea.rs before it would be urged that Federai aid 
without control had been found to be unsatisfactory because of the 
lack o-f aclequate power of enforcement, and, therefore, that full and 
effective authority should be secured by eonstitutional amendment 

As to the danger of standardization, what seems to me to be a "tair 
and accurate forecast is contained in a pamphlet issued by the .American 
Council on Education at Washington in connection with the proposed 
Smith-Towner bill. as follows : 

"The power to establish stanclards would unquestionably be the most 
influential prerogative of a department of education. under the Smlth
Towner bill the department is implicitly given this power. Through its 
abilitv to withhold appropriations unless State 1Jlans meet with its ap
proval, the department. can establish minimum standard in some ot 
the principal fields of educational effort. It is this impllid power to 
coerce through shutting off supplies that constitutes in the minds of 
critics of the bill one of its principal dangers. Standards formulated 
in the serene seclusion of Washington may be imposed without debate 
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or a,Ppeal . up<?n institutions in all parts of the .Un~,ted States. Noth- minority of the cltizenship of the Natio.n can amend the Constitution in 
ing is more .likely to foster bureaucratic tendencies. . . a!1y respect they see fit, and no matter how oppressive or how prejudi-

And to th!s should b_e added the .stat~ment of the retinng Secr~tary c1al may be any such amendment in its practical 0 eration or enforce
of the Interior, Franklm K. Lane, rn his final report to the President ment, a very small minority can prevent its repeaf although the b st 
dated February 28, 19?0, that "Federal control of s.chools would ?e ~ interests of the country at large may then demand such r e eal We 
curse, because the 10ev1table effect of Federal control is to standardize, have created so many new States that now, under the figuref dis.closed 
etc. . by the recent census, a group of 36 States could be combined which 

Interference by Con~ess _in the matter of ~duca.tion would, as it 11•ould represent only 45 per cent of the population, whilst 13 States 
seems to me, gravely imperil t.he ~uture integnt;r, mdependence, a_nd would t_ogether have a total population of only 5 per cent of th hol 
auton~my of the States. Nothmg is more essenti~l to the :i;>erpetuity Stated m other words, the Constitution of the United States cane n'6w be~ 
of «?UI present system of government. than the li ed;er~l ~rmc1ple of amended by the votes of State legislatures representing in rit f 
Nation and State each supreme and mdependent w1thm its allotted the people of the United Stat s . d St t 1 · 1 a m 0 Y. 0 

sphere and the preservation to the States of their right to local self- only 5 per cent f th 1 e · an a e egis atures representmg 
t d th tu l · 4' th t · ht o F d 1 c I . 0 e peep e can prevent any repeal or change 

g~ver~en an e ac a practice o.. a !lg . ur e era on- t is of paramount importance that the America p I · h ld 
stitution contemplates and assumes the continuance of the States as clearly realize the fact that d . th · · n eop e s cu 
autonomous, independent, self-governing communities, and this is an upholding the ei.,.hteenth u~ eI t e de.c1s.1on of the Supreme Court 
inseparable incident to the republican form of dual government in- tion that ca t b t k a.men men • there is, perhaps, no State func
tended to be established by the founders of the Republic. Such a vital power to am1!n1:J.0 thee Fad en 1°gr b:y th.e Federal Government under the 
principle ought not to be in any way sacrificed by the States because lies in pat;iotic and vie"'il;~t P~i¥l~t~~01!· and1jht!it the onr. pro.~ecti1on of a temporary crisis or because of a desire for subsidies of Federal ing the per t •t f 1° 1 punon. es<; ques ions rnvo v
fUDds to meet the increased cost of education. The States should be to regulate P~ m Y. 0 0 .ca. se.lf-government and the r?ght of each State 
jealous of tht>ir right to control a matter affecting them so vitally and with ade ua~ ucation withm its own .borde~·s be subnutte~ to the peoP.le 
should not experiment with Federal control, which under federalization will rob~bl e nplan.ation and full discuss10n of the merits, t!"le. verdict 
would be centered in Washington and might readily develop into the alike P interert:J a 'dise and just ~me. All P.arties an~ aIJ. repg1ons are 
tyranny and irresponsibility of bureaucratic government. .American 8 iri an concerned m preseryin.g our mst1tutions. 'f'he 

· In the recent case in which the Supreme Court of the United States True Ame P t oug?t to lead to a sound, P~ ovident! and just conclusxon. 
held unconstitutional and void the so-called child labor law of Con- the her·t nca~si w 1° u1~derstand the real issue, will never barter away 
gress, the opinion of the court by Mr. Justice Day, among other things, Federal1 f~gned~ ·noc~d sef -~oveiJ1mentNsimply to secure a few millions of 
stated (247 u. s. 251, 275) : and re .. 1 .. ai o e uca C?n. or will they. abdicate the.ir duties 

"The maintenance of the authority of the States over matters purely b rs .]~onsi~ilities to their children and .the children of their neigh
local is as essential to the preservation of our institutions as is the of th .. Ji- 1~111 not vote, as I confidently believe, to. transfer the education 
conservation of the supremacy ef the Federal power in all matters en- t e~ 1 ren, a matt!'!r f!f as vital co~cern to them as their religion, 
trusted to the Nation by the Federal Constitution. ~s~ 1 ureaucracy functioml!g in W~shrngt<!n. :i.nd controlled, it may 

"In interpreting tbe Constitution it must never be forgotten that the ~ .b Y be, by obscure and irresponsible pohtic1ans. I have no appre-
Naion is made up of States to which are entrusted the powers of local ensio!l as to the result, if those who believe in our present form of 
government. And to them and to the people the poweL·s not expressly repubhcan government will u~ite and defend their right to local sclf
delegated to the National Government are reserved. (Lane County v . golernr~n~ and not allow th1.s g~eat and vital issue to go by default. 
Oregon, 7 Wall. 71. 76.) The power of the States to regulate their 11 s u yrng the rec~nt publications upon the subject of education, I 
purely internal affairs by such laws as seem wise to the local ·authority bavteh been profoundly .impressed by the general and emphatic recognition 
is inherent and has never been surrendered to the General Govern- otn ti<: part

1
. 0.f Cathol.1c? Protestant, and Je,vish organizations that sys

ment." e ema ~ re igious t~arnmg should be regarded as indispensable in the 
.And more than 50 years ago Mr. Chief Justice Chase in the famous . ducation of ~mr children, and that many of those who are now atti>nd

case of Texas v. White (7 Wall. 700, 725), used the' following Ian- 1T/f the lublic 
1 

scho<?ls are. not receiving p~oper r~ligious instruction. 
guage: . e mos c_o~p ete v~n<;Jication of the Catholic doctrme as to the neces-

" · d · · 1 bTty f Uni b · Ii sity of rehgious trarnrng for school children has recently come from 
The perpe~u~ty an rn~iss? .U I I o. the on Y no m.eans imp es the thirty-odd Protestant denominations which were nited · h t 

the loss of d1stmct and md1vidual e:nstence or of the right of st>lf- was called the "Interchurch World M t f N thu A .. m ,,w ad 
government by the States. * * • Not only, therefore, can there be in su ort of bi h ha . ovemen ° ?r menca, a.n 
no loss of separate and independen~ autonomy to the States through Thfl b . w. c an e?' ustive survey was published. 
their union under the Constitution but it may be not unreasonably T ~1!-1 llcation apparently favored the enactment of the Smith
said that the preservation of the States and the maintenance of their d o"'inerd ~~· /~tih amon~ othehr pertinent observ~tions on education, it 
governments are o much within the design and care of the Con- .e~ are a . e sur~ey s ows how utterly rnadequate are the re
stitution as the preservation of the Union and the maintenance of the g:iors thgen,c1!!s.~n1d forces at W?rk," that "America's greatest peril 
National Governmt>nt. The Constitution, in all its pro vi ions, looks to pest n t ~ s1hiua a neglect of childhood." that there are " 27,000.000 
an indestructible Union, comp?s.ed of indestructible States.". ro es a~ c ren and youth 1;1Ilder 2~ y~ar~ of age "!h? are ~ot 

I have cited these two decis10ns of the Supreme Court m order to ~nr~ped lD any Sund,~y .school 01 other ~nstitutxon for r.ehgious tram
emphasize the fundamental and essential feature of the Federal and ing

1
.• . a~? who ai:e . without anY: defimte or systematic training in 

dual aspect of our national political system. In doing so I have not, r~ igxon.. t:,iat th~, d~fec_t "constitutes the greatest peril in our na
of course, overlooked the recent derision of the Supreme Court in the honal llfe, that this is the seed plot of immorality, crime, social 
Prohibiti<>n cases (253 U. S. 350). upholding the constitutionality unrest_, a~d anarchy/' that "one-halt hour a week of religious in
of the ei~hteenth amendment. Whilst it is true that the eighteenth struc~o!l is utterl~ madequate," that "unless this fundamental need 
amendment. as interpreted by Congress and enforced by the Supreme I of relig1~,us edu~ation .b~ met, the !3olution of the present situation is 
Court infringes upon the theretofore reserved powers of the States as hopeless, that a rellg:io1s education should be the heritage of . every 
to their local affairs, the court did not necessarily hold-it decirled chi~d," , tbat " s:piritual illiteracy is the greatest peril of organized 
the cases without opinion-that the amendment was not violative society:' and "is the forerunner of moral bankruptcy anrt national 
of the spirit of the Constitution and the theretofore reserved powers decay,' that "the church must find a "'1l.y to reach the children and 
of the States. . · to account for the_m systematically from infancy to maturity," that 

The undisclosed theory upon which the court upheld the amend- the national public-school system must be supplemented by a unified 
m ent may- have been, and probably was, that the question of the program .of religious education which will guarau.tee the spiritual 
exercise m any particular case of the power of amendment under hor_n<!gene1ty of our democracy," and that "unless sac.IJ. a program of 
Article V of the Constitution was of a political nature and a~ such religious education can be created, there is great danger that a system 
was not the s'ubject of judicial cognizance, just as the court had pre- of public schools will become nationalistic and materialistic in theory 
viously held that the questi<>n of whether or not a State constitution ~d practice, and the direction of social development will be deter
provided a republican form of government, as guaranteed by another mmed by the secular state rather than by the spiritual forces repre
article of the Federal Constitution, was not a justiciable but a politi- sented by the church." 
cal question and was to be determined conclusively by the political Similarly, the Jews are fully realizing that many of the existing 
branches of the Government. But it does n-0t follow from this con- schools have failed in the essential need of religious education. At the 
clusion that an amendment substantially interfering with the ri~ht commencement exercises of the Jewish '.rheological Seminai·y of Amer
of local self-government is not, a.s such, in conflict with the funda- ica and Teachers' Institute, held last spring, the distinguished chair
men tal spirit of the Constitution itself and with the theory and form man of the board of directors is reported to have stated that of the 
of Federal government that it originally established. 300,000 Jewish children in the city of New York "not 15 per cent of 

This aspect of the subject is mentioned because the existence of them received the proper religious education," and to have charac
practically unlimited power of amendment should warn all patriotic terized as shameful the manner in which religion was being nei;lected 
Americans, who believe in a Federal system constituted of "an in- by the Jews in the training of their children. . 
destructible Union composed of indestructible States," that the Su- In conclusion I venture to point out that the matter of the Sm!th
preme Court .can not be .looked to for redress and that the defense ~owne1: bill now pending before Congress is urgent, and that its con
and preservation of the nght to local self-government now lie wholly s1deration can not be delayed. Many active and zealous propagan
ln th!! band13 of the people, who, if they are not active and vigilant, dists. _are agita~in~. for the nationalization o.f education under the 
may IIDprovidently surrender or lose by default the most valuable of prov1s1ons ·of this 01ll, and hundreds of organizations throughout the 
their political rights. In criticizing the eighteenth amendment and country a.re said to have indorsed it and to have urged its passage. 
its inevitable tendency to beget other like amendments, Senator Such a measure, if once passed, will, as it seems to me, become the 
Thomas, of Colorado, in a learned and eloquent address delivered opening wedge ; it will probably be found to be inadequate· there 
before the New York State Bar .Association at its annual meeting last will be constant reaching out for more and more power in the mat
F ebruary, well said that "history warns us that the first step toward ter of education, and there will then be started a movemf'nt for 
fundamental change leads inexorably to another, and yet another a constitutional amendment so as to render Federal interference 
until the great transformation is finally realized or vi<>lently pre~ and control adequate and enable the proposed new Department ol 
vented." Education effectively to regulate and control education tbrough-

If the .American people now permit the appropriation by Congress out the whole country. Beginning with the present proposed yearly 
of $100,000,000 of Federal funds annually in aid of education in the appropriation of $100,000,000, the tendency will, in my judgment 
States, it will soon be realized that this sum is inadequate to produce be irresistible to increase the appropriation, and then to Insist that 
any substantial results, and the next step will be to increase the ap- la..rge Federal appropriations should be coupled with adequate Fed
pr<>priation. In a few years it will be appreciated that Federal inter- eral control. This in final analysis must spell the complete nationa.l
ference, which they have been permitting and seeking indirectly to ization of education. 
bring about, can after all only be accomplished effectively by a con- I am profoundly convinced that the tendency of the Smith-Towner 
stitutional ~mendme~t. .Accustomed by that time to the idea of Fed- bill, if enacted, would b~ distinctly prejudicial to the permanent and 
eral regulation, annous as some of the poorer States will be to be best interests .of the Nation, as well as of the States, that the subject 
relieved of the burden and. responsibility of education, misled by the of education should be left within the exclusive control,. responsibility 
clamor of arde~t .or fanatical propagandif!itS, and blind or indifferent and duty of the several States under long-established and sound prin: 
to the great prrnc1ple and duty of preservmg to the States their right ciples of local self-government, and that unless the present Federal 
to local self-government, the proposed amendment might be brought centralizing tendencies be checked, our dual form of g<>vernment can 
about as eusily and as speedily as. the .eigb.teenth amendment. not long endure. 

The most' serio~s aspect of the situa~on 1s that the doctrine of the In this most critical period of our history every American is called 
rule of the majority no longer necessarily ~ontrols upon the qu~stion upon, so far as ]ies in his power and to th<' utmost of his ability. to 
of the amendment of the Federal Constitution. States representmg a strive for a revival of reverence for American institutions as estab-
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lished by the founders, and to inculcate, as the clear duty of National 
1:tnd State patriotism, a steadfast determination to resist the impair-
ment or destruction of our Federal system. . 

WILLIAM D. GuTHRil!I. 
NEW YORK, December 27, 1920. 

THE COTTON INDUSTRY. 

1\fr. SMITH. Mr. President, as we are discussing the two 
great commodities out of which the clothing of the world is 
made, I think it is an appropriate time to put into the RECORD 
an editorial which appears in one of my State papers, the News 
and Courier, of Charleston, S. C. 

I do not believe the people of this country have even an 
approximation of the impending disaster, not only to America 
but to the world, in its supply of cotton. When it is taken into 
consideration that in the year 1921 there was practically the 
same acreage planted that there had been for perhaps the last 
8 or 10 years and that our production dropped from the maxi
mum, in 1914, of sixteen-odd million bales of cotton to 7,900,000 
in 1921, it will be realized that that was not an accident of 
the seasons of cultivation; it was a result of the ravages of the 
pest to which I had reference yesterday when I called atten
tion to white arsenic, out of which calcium arsenate is made. 

I have never predicted the size of a cotton crop, but it is my 
opinion that the present crop will not very greatly exceed the 
crop of last year. 

At the peak of the stress, in 1919, the American mills con
sumed of American cotton approximately 7,000,000 bales. Up 
until 1914 the exports of American cotton ranged from seven to 
ten million bales. The United Kingdom consumed around 
4,000,000 bales of American cotton, Germany about 2,000,000, 
France about 1,000,000, the other European States taking up 
whatever balance there was, if any. The textile industry of 
England, which is her largest single investment, is dependent 
entirely, practically speaking, upon the supply of American 
cotton. 

There has been no Government aid in any shape or form to 
the struggling people who have i·aised this wonderful fiber for 
the clothing of the nations. On the contrary, they have been 
the victims of every e:ll..'J)loiting form of greed. They have been 
the victims of the fertilizer people, and when I say victims I 
mean they were helpless, and had to purchase fertilizer at the 
prices charged. They were the victims of the grocer, the dry
goods man, the speculator, and the buyer. Everything moving 
along the line of least resistance, the cotton raiser being the 
producer of one of the prime necessities of the human family, 
of course was an easy mark. We are busily engaged here 
to-day with the be t brain of the country protecting those 
who convert the raw material into the finished article and 
are taking no concern or care of the source of the raw material 
which makes the manufacture of the finished article possible. 

I predict that unless there be some relief found in the 
course of three or four years the South Atlantic States, as dis
tinguished from the Gulf States, will cease entirely producing 
cotton. With the additional cost of from $15" to $20 an acre to 
fight this pest, with the ordinary cost fOr the artificial fertiliza
tion neces ary and the enhanced price for labor, with the yield 
problematical as to whet.her it will be one-fourth of a crop "r 
none at ~II, merchants can not afford to take a chance, the 
banker will not take a chance, and the laborer can not afford 
to take a chance. 

These are the conditions that confront us. The rates of re
discount in our banks and the rates of primary discount are 
the same as though the crop was running along under normal 
conditions. In the States of North Carolina, South Carolina 
and Georgia cotton is the medium of exchange. ' 

I do not know what word I might say ; I do not know if it is 
worth while to try to arouse the attention of the American peo
ple. If the sufferings of 15,000,000 to 20,000,000 people during 
the past two years can not reach them, my voice can not. 

The editorial to which I desire to call attention corroborates 
what I have said and gives a very good picture of the condi
tions on the part of England, which is the leading nation of 
the earth outside of the United States in the conversion of 
cotton into the finished article, and her attempts to duplicate 
the supply from her own domain. Before reading the article, 
I ask permission to have such parts as I shall read printed 
in 8-point type. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without objection, it is so 
ordered. 

Mr. SMITH. I now read the editorial from the Charleston 
(S. 0.) News and Courier of July 21, 1922: 

FUTURE OF THE COTTON SUPPLY. 

" The shareholders of the British Cotton Growing Association 
held their seventeenth anuual meeting in Manchester on July 
4, and Lord Derby, who presided, reviewed the work of the 

assocla~ion ~uring_ the past rear. Started with the purpose of 
developmg, if possible, supplies of raw cotton within the British 
~m~ire, a new impulse has been given to the work of the asso
c1~t10n by reason of the lively fears now entertained by British 
spmners that the ravages of the boll weevil in America will 
soon result in a cotton famine which will leave a good p~r-
centage of Lancashire spindles idle. · 

:·Satisfaction was expressed by Lord Derby with the accom
plishments of the British Cotton Growing Association. the 
efforts of which, since the association began operations in 1903 
had produced, he said, approximately 1,070,000 bales of cotton'. 
L~st ye~r a crop o~ 165,100 bales was produced as compared 
with lOo,800 bales m 1920. Much of this cotton appears to 
be of a most inferior quality. A good deal of it was produced 
last year at a loss to the association. In Nigeria the association 
had guaranteed the native grower a fixed price for his cotton. 
!n ~~e ~ast 20,?00 bales had been the largest crop produced 
m Nigeria, but m 1921 the association found itself with a crop 
of 31,000 bales dumped· on its hands. involving an actual loss 
under the guaranty of about 113,000 pounds. 

" In Uganda last year the crop amounted to over 81,300 bales 
and the growers experienced considerable difficulty in disposing 
of th~ cotton. Nyasaland produced a crop in 1921 of 4,637 bales 
showmg a disturbing variation in qualities, and the quality of 
the 2,000 bales produced in South Africa was also far from 
satisfactory. Political conditions have retarded progress in 
cotton growing in Mesopotamia, it was stated and in Tan
ganyika, the late German colony of East Africa, '350 bales were 
ginned. 

" ?-'he association is looking somewhat hopefully now to Aus
tralia. There, in Queensland, the association has guaranteed 
a selling price of 1 shilling 6 pence per pound for all first
class quality lint grown from approved types of long-staple 
seed,. the guaranty to extend over a period of five years, with a 
maxmmm loss to the association of 10,000 pounds. Queens
la~d produced last year 1,256 bales under this guaranty, and 
this season about 20,000 acres is understood to have been 
planted, from which a crop of approximately 8,000 bales is ex
pected. Considerable difficulties will have to be overcome, how
ever, to make cotton growing in Australia a success." 

I have read this much to show that with all the resources 
of the United Kingdom, with the vast amount of her capital 
invested in cotton spinning, she has been unable to produce any 
cotton within her domain anywhere that will fulfill the qualities 
of the American cotton. Therefore, were the American cotton 
to fail, the British spindles would stop and the British Empire 
be bankrupt. 

The editorial continues: 
"In spite of large subsidies and other encouragements not 

very much headway would seem to have been made in discov
ering a region which is likely ever to rival the cotton-growing 
States of .America as a cotton-producing country. Figures re
cently tabulated by the National City Bank of New York show 
that from 1881 to 1885 the United States produced 63.6 per cent 
of all the cotton grown throughout the world. Only in 1919 
has the United States failed to produce 50 per cent or over of 
the total cotton grown, and in that year it produced 49.6 per 
cent. The world's cotton production has remained about sta
tionary since 1906. The average between 1906 and 1910 was 
20,956,000 bales. The largest crop produced since 1910 was in 
1914, a world total of 26,022,000 bales, and the United States 
produced in that year 16,135,000 bales, or 62 per cent of the 
total. 

"The fact is that with the ravages of the boll weevil un
checked the world is heading steadily toward a cotton famine 
which would have arrived before now if it had not been fo~ 
the war, which upset consumption. The Manufacturers' Record 
is absolutely right when it says that upon the South's ability 
to supply cotton 'rests the future of the textile industry and 
allied trades and the millions dependent on them.' The only 
way a cotton famine can be averted, if the boll weevil keeps 
up its destructive work, is to stabilize the price of cotton at a 
figure which will make it possible for the southern grower to 
maintain production in spite of the weeYil." 

I was anxious to reproduce this article from one of my home 
papers in corroboration of what I had said heretofore. 

In conclusion I desire to say that the fluctuations of the mar
ket-right now at the present market level-are a fine illus
tration of •the fact that the producers of cotton in the South are 
absolutely at the mercy of the prices dictated from abroad and 
at borne. 

Every man familiar with cotton growing in the South knows 
that at 40 or 50 cents a pound to-day there would scarcely be 
a profit in view of the amount produced. Yet the market is 
fluctuating around 21 or 22 cents a pound to-day, which will not 

. 
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cover the actual cost of producing the cotton, to say ·nothing of 
showing a profit and meeting the necessary expense incurred 
in ordinary farming. 

We are busy here piling up artificial legislation to take care 
of those who, by their resources and their organizations, can 
take care of themselves, and yet not one word spoken nor an 
hour spent in devising means to aid the great mass of the 
American people who are producing the raw material out of 
which these vast industries must find their possibility of ex
istence. We have organized perhaps the finest commercial 
banking system in the world, and yet absolutely agricultural 
America is without a successful banking organization that will 
meet the particular needs of the pooT devils in the field. Eve-ry 
man recognizes that we can not combine successfully the quick 
convertible assets necessary for commercial banking with the 
long-time turnover of agriculture, and yet we have left agricul
ture to be the victim of a system which can not extend him 
adequate financial assistance. 

I am glad to say that there are organizing throughout the 
cotton-growing States cooperative selling agencies whereby the 
poor beleaguered produeers of the raw material will combine 
their aggregate of 7,000.000 or 8,000,000 bales of cotton, finance 
it as best they may, and mutually combine in order to protect 
themselves; and yet that hould not be necessary in a go-rern
rnent such as ours. We ought long before this to have provided 
an ample banking arrangement to meet the neces. ities of the 
agricultural interests of the country, and among t them the cot
ton grower. ·I believe that we are face to face as to the upply 
of raw material with the worst condition that the world ever 
saw. According to statistics furnished us by the department, 
we shall arrive at the 1st of Augu t, according to their figures, 
with about l,000,000 bales of carry~over from all the crops 
which preceded. If the crop this year should not exceed 
9.000,000 bales, we will have a supply of American cotton of 
10,000,000 bales, with the normal world consumption of from 
14,000,000 to J.5,000,000 bales. 

l\lr. "DIAL. Of American cotton. 
l\lr. S"~lITH. Yes; of American cotton. The consequence 

will be that the spindles of this countr~ and the spindles of 
Europe, or part of both, will have to lie idle until another crop 
is made; and yet in the face of that fact cotton is selling to
day at the rate for which it should sell were the conditions 
normal an<l the supply normal. 

These are the facts which I desire to bring before the Senate 
at this time in order to how that the raw material out of which 
the manufacturer are to produce their goods is absolutely with
out help and selling at a price that is a disgrace to America, 
and yet we are busying ourselves, using all the force within 
our power, to accumulate and pile up -the expenses upon the 
shoulders of those who are ..,o defenseles and helpless. 

Mr. DI'.AL. Mr. President, we read in history that during 
the days of the colonies they raised cotton as far north as New 
Jersey. In fact, history tells us the colonies in Pennsylvania 
raised enough to supply their local demands. The cultivation 
of cotton extended on down the coast. I have wondered often 
why it was that those people quit raising cotton in New Jersey, 
Pennsylvania, Maryland, and practically in Virginia. I pre
sume it was because it was not profitable. Ii the present signs 
indicate anything, the practice of raising cotton will be ·dis
continued more and more in the South. 

While we are on the subject and for the information of the 
Senate, I wish to have printed in the RECORD a a part of my 
remarks a report of the National Agricultural Conference, held 
J" anuary 23-27 of this year, beginning on page 150 and running 
down to page 153 thereof. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without objection it is ·so or
dered. 

M:r. DIAL. I wish to take just a moment of the time gf the 
Senate to call attention to a statement on page 152, where, after 
going into details of the cost of production of cotton, it is 
stated: 

The bnlance of $182.50 represents labor for the entire year for man, 
wife, and two children, which is 61 cents per day of 800 days. On a 
365-day basis-

That includes Sundays also-
thi.Aives a total revenue of 10 cents per day for each member of the 
tenhlit's family of four. 

Duiing the debates we have beard a great deal of the pauper 
labor of other countries. If that is not pauper pa-y it would 
be hard for me to understand what is. There is some very 
illuminating discussion in the report to which I have referred. 

\l1 e are making efforts to improve the condition of the cotton 
grower. It is absolutely .necessary to the existence of the pro
duction of this commodity that we arrive at some radical 
dlange. I am very much in hopes that during this session the 

Members of the Senate will see the importance of ome action 
and that we will pass some legislation along this line. I have 
a matter pending which I think goes to the vitals of the propo
sition. I shall ask of the Senate serious consideration of that 
proposition, which I think will do as much or more thnn any 
other one thing that could possibly .be done to relieve the de
plorable co:i:idition of this great industry. 

APPIDNDIX. 

REPORT OF SURCOiUIDTTEll 5A ON COSTS, PRICES, AND READJUST flllNTS JN 
THE COTTON BELT. 

Owing to varying conditions in different·parts of the Cotton Belt, and 
especially 1:0 factors of boll-weevil infestation, land fertility, and the 
use of fertilizers, the cost of production of cotton varies so tre
mendously that it is impossible to discuss it adequately in a brief com
mittee -report. Your committee, however, believes that it would be 
helpful to discuss some of the conditions found in cotton production at 
present in oi·der that the Nation and world may understand the extent 
in which this 'industry is threatened by present conditions. 

The crop of 1920 was made at a highe1· production cost than any 
previous crop a:nd the prices received for it were admittedly far be
low the cost of production. The crop of 1921 was made at a some
what lower production cost, but turned out only about two-thirds of 
a .recent average production, and prices have again been much below 
tht> cost of production. •.rwo years of such conuitions have destroyed 
a large part of the capital invested in cotton production, have faced 
a large proportion of the landowners, merchants, and fertilizer com
panies with bankruptcy, and have left a large proportion of the banks 
in oa position where. but for the support of the Federal reserve system~ 
the War Fina.nee Corporation, and other out i<le capital, they woulu 
be unable t{) function. Tlle boll weevil is now present in every pro
ducing State of the Cotton Belt except Missouri and Virginia, and 
has covered fully seven-eighths of the acreage devoted to cottou. 
During the past year its ravages (while not exclusively re ponsible 
for the small crop) greatly reduced the production In every large 
producing State except North Ca-rolina. 

The .outlook for production the coming year is not good. The 
South has thus far experienced a winter almost as warm as last, a 
condition most favorable to the hibernating weevil. A large propOT
tion of the farmers not only lack the funds or credit with which to 
procure fertilizers and labor but are discouraged at the outlook for 
production and prices. 

It may be · helpful at this point to give a typical illustration of the 
outlook for landowner and tenant. Let us take a 30-acre farm unit, 
valued at $1.,500 and including 25 acres of cleared land. '!'his is occu
pied by a tenant farmer who -furnishes all the implements and labor, 
including mule power, and receives half the cotton and all the grain 
crop for his sel'vices. The landlord's account will appear about as 
follows: 
Landlord's account : 

Debit-
Taxes -----------------~--------------------- $25.00 Interest and depre-ciation ____________________ 150. 00 
Fertilizer for cotton_____________________________ 90. 00 
Cotton seed ------------------------------------- 10. 00 Ila.if o! .cost of ginning and baling_________________ 12. 50 
SupervisJ..on ----------------------------- J.00. 00 

Total----------------------------------------- 387.60 = 
Credgne-half of 5 bales of cotton, at 16 cents a pound---- 200. 00 

2~ tons cotton seed, at 30------------------------ 75. 00 

T-0tal------------------------------------- 275.00 

Landlord's loss------------------------------- .112. !JO 
Tenant's account : 

Debit-
Feed of mule---------------------------7------Depreciation and interest on mule_ _______________ _ 
Taxes----------------------------------------
Fertilizer for 10 acres corn and grain, at $3--------
Depreciation and repairs, impl~ments---------------
-Half of cost of glnnrng and balmg _________________ _ 

75.00 
25.00 
5.00 

:-rn. oo 
10.00 
12. 50 

Total-----------------------------------:;---- 15·1. ·50 

Cred~;;-half of 5 bales of cotton, at 16 cents a pound ___ 200. 00 
75 bushels of corn------------------------------- 50.00 
100 bushels of oats------------------------------ 50.00 
2 tons of haY------------------------------ 40. 00 

Total---------------------------------------- 340.00 

Return received by tenant----------------- 182. GO 
The balance of $1 2.50 ?"€presents labor for the entire year for man, 

wif~ . and two children, which is 61 cents per day for 300 dav . On 
a 365-day basis this gives a total revenue of 10 cents per day for 
e:lch member of the tenant's family of four. That the e figure:; ar 
not overdrawn can be readily proven by reference to the production 
statistics of the Department of Agriculture which a.re readily avail
able The Census Bureau reports 1,890,000 farms producing cotton 
in i919. This for the crop of 1921 would giV(l 4:\ bales per i'~m. 
.Assuming only one family per farm (a totally unwarranted conclusion) 
this would give each share-cropping -farmer 2§ bales, or a revenue ot 
$l ~h;~0~0citJ0~iie cost of production of farm products be if faTm 
labor wne allowed a wage commensurate to that received by the coal 
miner, the railroad worker, the brick maso~. or the fact~ry operati.vc? 
Your committee has not the clat.a upoi;i which to bas~ this . c~lculation, 
but states without frar of contrad1etion that no price received, even 
at the peak prires, will give tfie actual producer of. farm products a 
wage comparal.Jie in any way with that normally received by all <:lasses 
of union labor and even by most classes of farm labor elsewhere 1ll the 
United States. 
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The boll weevil having practically covered the Cotton Belt, and the 

pink bollworm having been discovered at various points in the western 
part of the belt, the future hazards in· cotton production are greater 
than ever before. A high production can be kept up only by a much 
higher range of prices than those prevailing in the past. Those in 
close touch with the cotton situation have no fear that the recent over
production-or rather underconsumption due to world poverty caused 
by war-will continue, but rather are they concerned as t~ ho:w to keep 
the cotton industry producing in sufficient volume to mamtam a pros
perous and well-balanced southern agriculture. It is true that present 
conditions, caused by a temporary underconsumption, have caused a 
most serious situation, and this situation must be met by a. decreased 
acreage for 1922 and by financial measures to prevent dumpmg of the 
temporary surplus upon the market until demand overtakes supply. 

Diversification of crops and the production of ample--but not ex
cessive--supplies of foodstuffs and live stock should be encouraged in 
the Cotton Belt by every agency interested in the industry. Su.ch a 
policy, while vital in the present emergency, is desirable at all times, 
for a normal acreage of cotton can not be planted, cultivated, and 
promptly gathered under boll-weevil conditions. The cost o~ cott.on 
production can, to a certain extent, be reduced and the yields m
creased by educating the farmers of the belt in the proper us~ o~ fer
tilizers, the value of seed breeding, and the use of well-bred varieties of 
uniform staple a.nd good character, and also by giving the farmers access 
to full information as to the best methods of farm management and 
diversification. This can best be accomplished by greatly increasiJ?g tl~e 
scope of the extension service of the cotton States and according it 
ample support. . . 

Attention is called to the growth of cooperative marketing m the 
cotton industry and the economic saving· therefrom. We ~dorse the 
continuance and expansion of this movement and the .ac~on of the 
War Finance Corporation in supporting these orgamzations. We 
recommend that this corporation be continued until other measures 
to furnish adequate financial support be devised and put into opera
tion. 

Especial attention is called to the problem of the pink bo~lworm, 
and your committee recommends that the Department of Agr1c~ture 
continue its investigations of the situation created by the invasion of 
this new pest, determine whether it is possible to eliminate or c:on~rol 
it, and immediately go to Congress for the necessary appropriation, 
however large, for complete elimination or effective control. 'Ye 
make the same recommendation with reference to the boll weevil. 
The history of the pink boll worm in Egypt and. in Mexico in!iica~es 
that ehould it become firmly established in thIS country with its 
ravages added to those of the boll weevil, it is unlikely that cotton 
production can be pl·ofitably continued at any prices which the world 
may be willing or able to pay for the product. 

High transportation charges add to the cost of production of cotton 
just as they do to the cost of production of every other commodity, 
and the cotton grower feels that the earliest possible steps should 
be taken to reduce this burden, and we protest any increase in rates 
through any proposed readjustment of rates. 

Your committee would like to call your attention to the fact that 
a very high return for labor in the railroad, coal mining, building 
trades, and other industries has a very definite effect in the cost of 
production for cotton and is a factor in keeping wages and returns 
In the cotton industry at the present scandalously low level. 

It would also call attention to the fact that the great cotton-pro
ducing industry. except in minor sections, can not be helped ~Y. a 
tariff. The tariff on cottonseed oil has, according to the best opm10n 
of many students of that industry, been .harmful rather than helpful 
to the producer. A tariff, when laid upon a product which must be 
purchased by the cotton producer, adds to his cost of production and 
l'educes the return upon his labor and investment. A particular case 
ln point will be the tariff on potash salts, a commodity which is indis
pensable to the production of cotton over large areas. 

Mr. HEFLIN. Mr. President, I desire to say a few words 
in line with what the senior Senator from South Carolina 
[Mr. SMITH] has said, and also what has been said by the 
junior Senator from South Carolina [Mr. DIAL]. A very seri
ous situation confronts the cotton producers of the United 
States. The cotton crop being produced this year will be the 
third crop in succession which will be sold below the cost of 
production. No man will or should continue in business if 
that business is a failure. Thousands of farmers have been 
compelled to quit trying to produce cotton; thousands of them 
this year were unable to make the financial arrangements to 
produce a cotton crop. Cotton, as the senior Senator from 
South Carolina has said, is now selling below the cost of pro
duction. That ought not to be, Mr. President, and there is a 
way to prevent such a condition. 

Our farmers and merchants have tried to borrow money to 
hold their cotton until it would bring the cost of production 
plus a profit, but word has gone down the line from the Federal 
Reserve Board not to lend money in order to hold that cotton. 
What is the farmer to do and what is the merchant to do and 
what is the local banker to do? What can the local banker do 
when he can not get aid from the great Federal reserve bank
ing system to help the producer carry his cotton until the busi
ness of producing cotton is made profitable? Yet, l\Ir. President, 
in the face of the fact that we are confronted with a cotton 
famine, in the face of the fact that the farmer is now selling 
his cotton below the cost of production and can not obtain 
money with which to hold his cotton for a price that will yield 
a profit, the banking interests of the East, and of Wall Street 
particularly, are moving heaven and earth to keep this condi
tion hanging over the cotton producers of the South. They are 
asking the President to reappoint the present governor of the 
Federal Reserve Board, who has conducted this desperate, dras
tic, and murderous deflation policy. Some people are saying 

every now and then that the President will reappoint the pres
ent governor of the Federal Reserve Board ; we hear, on the 
other hand, that he will not do so. I have good assurances 
from a certain source that he will not, and I am hoping and 
praying that he will not. 

l\fr. Pres.ident, the present condition ought not to be permitted 
to continue any longer. If I were President and the governor 
of the Federal Reserve Board continued to serve the stock 
gamblers of the East with the money supply of the country 
and to withhold it from the farmers and merchants and bankers 
of the South and West, I would remove him instanter. He 
ought not to be permitted to serve another day in his present 
capacity. No one has a right to hold at the head of that great 
banking system such a governing power as we have at its head 
to-day. No one has the right to administer that banking system 
so that it will deny to the producers of cotton in the United 
States a profit upon their labor and investment. It is wrong; 
it ought not to be permitted. 

The country is in a state of dire distress, not only amongst 
the farming class, but there is also industrial distress. There is 
more unrest and discontent in the country to-day than there has 
been in many years, but there is not anything in the financial 
world which the President could do that would so quickly re
store confidence generally amongst the masses as to take from 
the head of the great Federal reserve banking system the deadly 
and dangerous power that now presides over it in the person of 
Governor Harding. 

I shall not consume any more time of the Senate, Mr. Presi
dent. I do not wish to interfere with the discussion of the 
pending tariff bill, but the senior Senator from South Carolina 
has put his finger upon a very important and serious matter, a 
matter that involves the welfare of millions of people in the 
cotton-producing section and of millions of people in the United 
States who are dependent upon cotton goods and also of people 
in other sections of the world. 

If a cotton famine should develop millions of people will 
suffer for the wearing apparel which is made of cotton; mil
lions of people who are employed in the spinning industry will 
be thrown out of employment. While Senators are here plan
ning and pulling to heap up profits for a few men by the use 
of the taxing power, employing legislative enactment to take 
away millions of dollars from unwilling people by processes of 
law and to put them into the pockets of a few manufacturing 
magnates, I appeal for simple justice to the great army of 
cotton producers in the United States who are to-day selling 
their produce below the cost of production and are conse
quently eking out a miserable existence. 

PETITION. 

Mr. WILLIS presented a petition of sundry citizens of San
dusky, Ohio, praying for the passage of a proteet:ive tariff act 
based upon American valuations, which was referred to the 
Committee on Finance, and the body of the petition was or
dered to be printed in the RECORD, as follows: 
To otir honorable representatives in the United States Congress, Sen

ators and Representatives: 
We, the undersigned residents of the city of Sandusky, Ohio, de

pendent upon the industrial prosperity of our community and inter
ested in its development, respectfully urge that a permanent taritr 
bill be enacted that will protect American products and American 
workmen, and that the administrative basis of the bill for the assess
ing of ad va1orem duties be American valuation, substantially in 
accord with the Fordney bill, as reported by the Ways and Means 
Committee of the United States Congress. 

RETIREMENT OF NAVAL RESERVE FORCE OFFICERS. 

l\1r. SHORTRIDGE introduced a bill (S. 3861) to provide 
for the retirement of certain officers of the Naval Reserve 
Force on account of physical disability, and for other purposes, 
which was read twice by its title and referred to the Com
mittee on Naval Affairs. 

THE L. C. PARKER PL.AN RELATIVE TO JUVENILE CRIME. 

Mr. JONES of Washington submitted the following resolu
tion ( S. Res. 323), which was referred to the Committee 
on Education and Labor : 

Resolved, That the Committee on Education and Labor of the Sen
ate be, and it is hereby, authorized, by subcommittee or otherwise, to 
investigate the plan of L. C. Parker, of Seattle, State of Washington, 
for the reduction and elimination of juvenile crimes in the United 
States, and to recommend to Congress what, if anything, the Go\ern
ment of the United States should do concerning such plan and what, 
if any, arrangement should be made with L. C. Parker in connection 
therewith. 

THE TARIFF. 

The Senate, as in Committee of the Whole, resumed the con
sideration of the bill (H. R. 7456) to provide revenue, to regu
late commerce with foreign countries, to encourage the indus
tries of the United States, and for other purposes. 
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Mr. WALSH of Massachusetts. l\fr. President, I have some 
reluctance in attempting to discuss the wool schedule. I have 
not had the experience or the deep, keen, personal interest that 
some of the Senators on this floor possess who in the course 
of <lebate to-'day have referred with a good deal of pride to the 
fact that they were manufacturers of wool or were wool
growers. Therefore I can not speak with the knowledge or 
the self-interest of the wool manufacturer, and neither can I 
speak with the knowledge or the self-interest of the woolgrower. 
Fortunately, however, there has been pre.pared by disinterested 
organizations which have been created by the Government 

- information of an unprejudiced character which gives the 
story of this industry and provides · all the available faats
necessary to discuss the wool tariff question from the stand,
point of one who is not personally intere ted but is striving to 
determine the public interest and welfare. 

Hardly a word has been said during this day's debate about 
the great army of consumers in this country upon whom the 
rates in this chedule will bear more heavily than will the 
mtes in . any other schedule in this tariff bill. Hardly a word 
has been.. said for the people of America who must wear woolen 
clothing in order to protect themselYes against the cold and 
severe climate of our country. Hardly a word has been said 
for the people of America who must have wool, justl as the 
people of my State- are clamoring now for coal, realizing the 
approach of a great coal famine because of the strike in prog
ress in the coal mines of this country. Has the consumer no 
rights! Has the consumer no right to stand here and to ask 
the only questioo: which is in issue in the fir t two paragraphs 
of this schedule, namely; Is this rate of 33 cents on wool fair? 
Is it a just rate? Is it an honest burden to pla:ce upon the 
backs of the American people? Is it a tax that can be justified 
in the light of all available information? 

The manufacturer: is silent; he has been made voiceless; but 
if he could speak we know he would denounce the rate upon raw 
wool as an injury to him, as an injury to his business, as an 
injury to the growth and development of the wool-manufactur
ing industry of the United States: He has been silenced by the 
compensatory and protective duties ·levied in this bill upon wool 
manufactures, which are also excessively high. 

Mr. President, I am going- to confine what :r have to say at 
this time strictly to the first two paragraphs. 'llhe wool sched
ule contains many paragraphs, eachiof which will provoke much 
discussion. The duties, compensatory and protective, levied 
upon tops, yarns. dress goods, woolen cloths, blankets, and· knit 
fabrics all involve serious questions and somewhat different 
principles than are involved in the first two paragraphs-the one 
fixing a duty upon carpet wool, and the other paragraph fixing a 
·duty upon raw wool used in clothing. What I have to say at 
this time is to relate to the first two paragraphs, and more par
ticularly to the duty attempted to be levied upon wool clothing 
than that upon wool for carpeting, because I do not think there 
is very serious difference between this side of the Chamber and 
the other as to that paragraph. It permits the importation of 
carpet wool free of 'duty unless that wool is used for the making 
of clothes; but it is a singular thing, it is a significant thing, it 
is an indictment of the. policy pursued by the drafters of this 
bill that in the very same paragraph where they admit free of 
duty the raw material out of which is ·made the carpet upon 
which people walk they impose a duty upon the very same raw 
mnterial when converted into clothing which poor people mu~t 
wear upon their backs, for only the poorest of the poor wear 
carpet wool in their clothes. 

I shnll not at this time, either, dlscuSS", except incidentally, 
the cost to tbe manufacturer and. then to the consumer because 
of the high duty levied upon ra.w wool. At a later time, in the 
discussion of this schedule, I shall address the Senate at some 
length about the cost to the American people of... this excessively 
high duty upon raw wool, and I shall prove that it constitutes 
a burden upon the American people greater than they have ever 
before been obliged to assume. 

Mr. President, the duty of 33 cents levied on wool for clothing 
in paragraph 1102 is the highest duty ever levied on raw wool 
under any tariff law. The duty in the Senate bill is a specific 
duty upon the grease basis, graduated upward at each deeline 
of 3 per cent in the shrinkage. It is equivalent in each instance 
to approximately 33 cents per clean pound. 

The House text provides for a specific duty of 25 cents per 
pound on the clean content, with a maximum ad valorem limita
tion of 35 per cent, which is the first time that the clean content 
of wool has been made the basis fol"l levying a duty on wool. It 
is to be observed, therefore, at the very outset that the Senate 
duty is an increase over the House rate of at least 33 .per cent, 
or even more whenever the maximum ad valor_em provision in 

the House bill is operative. for it is clear that this proviso 
would, under certain conditions, have made the duty actually 
levied less than 25 cents per pound. This proviso was to the 
Senate committee one of the objectionable featur-es of the Hou e 
text, and was eliminated through the insistence of the agricul
tural tariff bloc. 

Mr. Sl\fOOT. Mr. President--
Mr. WALSH of Massachusetts. I know what the Senator is 

going to say, but he will please notice my words. I am not 
talking about the wool that has been produced in this country. 
The duty letied in this- law is a duty on importations and not 
nece sarily a subsidy or a bonus-or a gift to the woolgrowers 
of this country. 

Ur. SMOOT. Mr. President--
The PRESIDING OFFICER: Does the Senator from Massa

chnsetts yield to the Senator from Utah? 
Mr: WALSH of Massachusetts. I do. 

· l\fr: Sl\!OOT. It was not to the wool producer in. the past. 
' bnt the manufacturer got his all right; and he took good care 
I that he did get it, too. 
· Mr. WALSH of· Massachusetts. I was astonished. to hear the 
Senator confess to-day in this Chamber that he voted in the 
Payne-Aldrich bill for duties in behalf of the manufacturers 
of this country that he denounced here to-day in s!:ronger terms 
than I could posffibly denounce them, and yet he stood here and 
said, " I voted for that;; bill as a manufacturer and· as a Senator 
of the United States." 

Ur. SMOOT. Mr. President,. I qualified that statement by 
saying that there were no goods that came in such as I de~ 
scribed, with the exception of the sample blankets that were 
br~mght in here-L think a dbzen pair--in that year; but I 
pomted to the fact that it Wlls. true under the Payne-Aldrich bill 
that if those- goods did come in and were used in tha way 
there would be 485 per cent duty upon them, and that provision 
is out of- this bill. 

l\1r. WALSH of Massachusetts. My · remark was provoked 
tiy the remark ot the Senator that the manufacturers " got 
theirs," and they did get it. They got more than they ought to. 
One of the scandals of our national legislation is what the 
manufacturers got in the Payne•Aldrich bill. of which we- will 
hear- a good deal during this debate; but what I comment upon 
is · the Senator's denunciation of that law; and his statemenv 
that he voted for it'. 

Mr. SMOOT. Or, in other w-0rds; there will be a profit be
tween the wool itselt and. the time it gets into the cloth and i 
sold of 300 per cent on that 33 cents. That is what this state
ment says. 

Mr. WALSH of :Massachusetts; A profit of about 300 p ri 
cent. I am not gofag. to defend the manufacturing interests. 
I am going to join with the Senator, and I am going to give him 
an opportunity, by his votes and by arguments produced here, to 
drive down some oL the protective duties levied- in this bill in 
favor of the manufacturers. 

Mt-. SMOOT. 1\-fu President, all that I wanted to call at
tention to particularly was the statement just made by the. Sen
ator as to this 33 per cent duty costing the wool-manufactur
ing industry $72,000,000. I say it will not be. 72,000,000 ; but 
even on that statement ot $72,000,000, the Senator say it will 
amount to $200,000,000 when it gets into the cloth. There is 
nearly 300 per cent, and somebody is going to account for it. 

Mr. WALSH of Massachusetts. Why do we not find some 
way to check that 300 per cent instead of levying a duty which 
will help this industry and the woolgrowers to get more 
profits? 

Mr. SMOOT. Mr. President, I do not say that tbat will be 
the fact. I claim that it will not be a fact, although the very 
men who make the statement are the very men who hope to 
have in the end that 300 per cent; but they will never get it 
under this bill. 

Mr. WALSH- of Massachusetts. l\fr. President, what is the 
situation in this country that justifies now, to-day, the imposi
tion of the highest rate ever imposed• upon raw wool? Cer
tainly the condition of the working people does not justify it. 
Certa.inly. the condition of· the business people does not justify 
it. Certainly the deplorable condition of the cotton· grower , 
that the Senator from South Carolina just described, doe not 
justify it. ·where are the groups of people in this country who 
are in such a favorable situation financially to-day, this year, 
now, tl1at they can have levied upon them a higher protective 
duty than e>er before on raw wool? 

l\1r. BURSUl\I. M1~. President--
The PRESIDING OFF'ICER. Does the Senator from Massa· 

chusetts yield to tlie Senator from New Mexico? 
~Ir. WALSH of Massachusetts. I yield. 
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Mr. BURSUM. In answer to the Senator's question I will 

say that the cost of production justifies this rate, and it is 
simply a question of policy as to whether or not it is desirable 
to maintain the industry in this country. If there ever was a 
rate based upon the actual cost of production as compared with 
the cost of the imported article, it is the rate which has been 
fixed uoon this wool schedule. 

Mr. WALSH of Massachusetts. Mr. President, I have no 
doubt whatever but that the woolgrowers have suffered greatly 
in the past two years; but the able Senator from South Carolina 
J1as just told you the troubles of the cotton growers, and they 
have just as much right to come here and demand that protec
ti•e duties be given them as have the woolgrowers of this 
country. 

The ~tory which he has told of the clepression in that busi
ness, of the losses, of the threatened destruction of that im
portant industry, is paralleled by the story that we know and 
will hear from the wooJgrowers; and let me say to you, sir, 
that there are walking the streets of this country now from 
two to four million people who have no way whatever of 
providing themselves with a livelihood, and must draw upon 
their re~rve funds, as the woolgrowers, the cotton growers, 
the manufacturers, and the business interests of this country 

• are sometimes obliged to do. Why not come here and ask 
that a protective tariff or bonus be levied in favor of those 
who have no employment whatever? 

Mr. BURSUl\1. Mr. President--
The PRESIDING OFFICER. Does the Senator from Massa

chusetts further yield to the Senator from New Mexico? 
Mr. WALSH of Massachusetts. Just a moment. There is 

just as much reason for it if we are to take care of every in
dustry that is impaired and injured. Why, Mr. President, if 
tllis thing goes on I look to see attempts to enact laws here 
which will demand that the American people buy this product 
and buy that product, and buy it at this price and buy it at 
that price, in order that certain industries may be kept pros
perous. If this were the only industry, important and neces
sary as it is, that was struggling, that was suffering, that 
was financially embana.ssed, it would be a different story. Only 
within the last week, and during the whole discussion, manu
facturer after manufacturer has approached me and has said : 
" To show you how our business has been injru·ed I will bring 
you statistics to show that we have had in the past two years 
more failures in our line of industry than in any other in
dustry in the country and a higher percentage of failures 
tllan ever before." Is that the basis upon which we are to 
proceed to levy duties upon our people? When an industl.·y 
meets with depression, must we come here and by law compel 
all our people to contribute something to the income of the 
people engaged in that depressed industry? 

I now yield to the Senator from New Mexico. 
l\Ir. BURSUM. Mr. President, we do not ask for a duty on the 

basis of failures or any hard luck; but we do contend that 
we are entitled to such a duty as will give the industry a 
relative purchasing power as compared with the purchasing 
power of other industries and other commodities and other 
thin~ which enter into the expenses of the industry. 

l\lr. WALSH of "Massachusetts. The Senator's industry is 
entitled to just as much fair consideration in the way of 
protection as any other industry. I do not dispute that at all. 

Mr. BURSUl\1. Wool enters largely into clothing, and I 
say that the wool producer is entitJed to a fair relative pro
portion of the proceeds of the article in which his product is 
used. For instance, take a suit of fine clothes made by a 
tailor. It will cost $95. The producer, the raiser of the wool 
will not get to exceed $5 out of that suit, less the expense of 
commissions, and freights, and all other expenses, so that 
ultimately be gets less than 2! per cent of the price of the suit. 

:Mr. WALSH of Massachusetts. I agree with the Senator; 
but the Senator must find some law to restrict profits if he is 
going to get for the producer of the raw material a better share 
of the proceeds. 

Mr. RCilSUl\1. Let me say to the Senator from Massachu
setts, further, that even under the duty proposed the wool busi
ness will not yield to exceed 10 per cent on the investment for 
a tenu of 3 years to the woolgrowers in the West. It is simply 
a questio~ of ~h~ther the Senator 'Y!J-1 agree that it is policy 
to keep aUrn this rndustry, and permit it to continue to produce 
in this country. 

Mr. WALSH of :Massachusetts. Let me ask the Senator 
one question, frankly: Has the woolgrowing industry ever been 
a paying industry in this country? 

Mr. BURSU:M. Well, yes. 
Mr. WALSH of Massachusetts. It has been? When? 

Mr. BURSUM. It has gotten along. It ne-ver has made 
large profits. 

Mr. W ~SH of Massachusetts. Then the woolgrowing indus
try of this country under former protecti\e tariff duties on 
wool was prosperous, or was a paying business? Then I say 
we ought not to increase these duties to the extent which is 
proposed here simply because last year and the year before 
we went through a financial panic in this country. 

Mr. BURSUM. Let me say to the Sena.tor that the cost of 
production has greatly increased, the cost of labor has in
crea~d, the cost of grazing lands bas increased, and taxation 
has mcreased, both county, State, and l!"'ederal ; so that you can 
not produce wool under present conditions at the same cost at 
which you could produce it before the war, or 10 years ago, or 
20 yea1·s ago. 

Ur. OVERMAN. Does the Senator contend that this rate is 
put in the bill for the purpose of allowin"' the wool"'r<>wers 10 
per cent on their investment? Do I so understand hlm? 

Mr. BURSUM. I say they can not make to exceed 10 per 
cent under this rate. It does not gi-.e them 10 per cent. They 
can not possibly make over 10 per cent, over an average of five 
years. There is no industry as hazardous as the live-stock in
dustry. There is no class of people who encounter the hazards 
in industry that they encounter. 

l\Ir. OVERMAN. That is the basis upon which this rate is to 
be levied, to give them 10 per cent on their investment? 

l\Ir. BURSUM. Yes; we figure that. We think we ought to 
have it. 

l\fr. OVERMAN. Has that been the rule as to every industry 
in this country? 

1\1r. BUilSUl\1. I do not think so. It is contended. that some 
of tbem make a great deal more than that. 

l\fr. OVERMAN. But that is the idea upon which this rate 
is based? 

Mr. BURSU:M. I say that is about what the rate would pro
duce under favorable conditions. A rancher might be able to 
make 10 per cent. 

Mr. WALSH of Massachusetts. So I understand we are asked 
to pass· a law fixing a protective duty upon wool which will in 
the opinion of tho e who know best the woolgrowing indu~try 
in this country, reflect a profit of 10 per cent to that industry. 
That is the first time I have ever heard it proposed to this body 
that we should fix a protective duty which would give any class 
a fixed profit. 

Mr. BURSUM. Does not the Senator think that the people 
who are in this business should be enabled to make a living? 

Mr. WALSH of Massachusetts. I will not argue with the 
Senator, I will not go into any controversy about the depressed 
character of this business, about its great financial losses; 
but while the Senator is thinking of the woolgrowers I am 
thinking of the men and women of New England, and the men 
and women all over this country, who are walking the streets 
without any work whatsoever. They have a right to be con
sidered when it comes to the question of tariff duties and of 
imposing taxes upon the people of this country, for the clothes 
they wear and the blankets that shelter them. 

Mr. SMOOT. l\fr. President, the Senator from New Mexico 
did not say that the committee reported this rate with a view 
of giving every woolgrower 10 per cent. That neYer entered 
the minds of the committee. 

Mr. WALSH of Massachusetts. It is, then, a mere coincidence 
that the committee and the Senator from New Mexico agreed 
upon the rate that would result in that profit. 

l\lr. SMOOT. But the remark of the Senator from New 
Me::rico was, that even with this rate there would be no wool
grower in the United States who could make more than 10 per 
cent, and he expressed the opinion, in answer to the Sena.tor 
that he thought they would make 10 per cent under this rate: 
Then he qualified that by saying it is the most hazardous busi
ness in the United States. 

I want to ask the Senator another question: Was the state
ment that there would be a 300 per cent increase on this 33-cent 
wool by the time it got into cloth, or $72,000,000 in one case and 
$-'>00.000,000 in another, made by the same party who said that 
a suit of clothes would cost $4.75 more if this increase in the 
rate of 33 cents o•er existing law took place ? 

l\Ir. ·w ALSH of Massachusetts. The Senator is attempting 
to put on my tongue words I never used. I never referred to 
a 300 per cent profit. He did himself, and I did not dispute it. 
The Senator himself raised that que tion. I said nothing about 
the amount of profit to the manufacturer. The Senator is ask
ing me if the authority which gave him the information which 
he had was the same authority which gave me information 
about another proposition. Who is the Senator's authority? 
Let him tell me that, and then I will tell him who mine is. 
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Mr. SMOOT. I had no authority except what I saw in the I wanted simply to say that the statement, which is going 
press, and that statement came from Mr. Goldman, and Mr. from one end of this country to the other, that this duty of 33 
Goldman also made the statement that if the rate of 33 cents cents would mean an increase -in the cost of a suit of clothe· 
a pound on scoured wool took effect, a suit of men's clothing of $4.75 is not true, and I do not believe the Senator believes it 
'"ould cost from $4 to $4.75 more. I know how reasonable the is true. 
Senator from Massachusetts is. I know he does not want to be Mr. W .A.LSH of Massachusetts. I think I will have to make 
misled, and he would not for the world try to mislead anybody that assertion, or Yery near that assertion, and I will demon
else. strate it. I know I have not the ability at figures; I know I 

Mr. WALSH of Massachusetts. I think if the Senator will have not the wonderful analytical mind of the Senator from 
give me time I can make my position clear. I will state objec- Utah. I know I can not penetrate into these questions to the 
tions to this rate which I am going to try to prove. I do not depth he can, but I do know that when you levy a protective 
know whether I will be able to or not, but I am going to try. duty that becomes effectiYe-and everybody knows that the rate 
One of them is the statement the Senator is now contradicting. on wool will, because we must import wool-it means that the 
He has not heard my side. He has not heard my mathematics. consumers of wool must pay more for the cloth that they buy 
My authority is my own mathematics, plus what I hope is the and the suits they wear. That, it seems to me, does not require 
disinterested information which the Tariff Commission fur- any further demonstration than the statement itself. 
nishes in the pamphlets and documents they publish. I have Mr. SMOOT. I read from the Tariff Commission's report 
no manufacturers' statistics. I have only the Tariff Commis- this morning that 4.5 per cent of the total wools consumed in 
sion's statistics. the United States were these low-shrinking wools, and that 

Mr. SMOOT. I know that, and that is what I want the Sena- we produce about 20 per cent of them in the United States 
tor to take. There is no question but that the tariff survey says which would be le s than 1 per cent of all the wools in the 
that on May 19 of this year 50 to 60 of good medium fleece United States. The other 80 per cent is imported. The low 
cost 40 pence per pound, which is 80 cents a pound. Add the shrinkage on wool comes in carpet wools, and we make those 
33 cents to that and you have $1.13 a pound, if every cent of free, as the Senator knows. 
the tariff were added. That is a scoured pound of wool that Mr. WALSH of Massachusetts. Into what kind of fabric' 
goes into a man's suit. There are 4 pounds of that scoured do the wools go which are imported, and on which the rate is 
wool, taking the lightweights. Some do not like to say 4 pounds, being increased? · 
but I say 4 pounds. Mr. SMOOT. The great bulk of them go into clothing. 

Mr. WALSH of l\lassachusetts. I do not want to interrupt ~r. WALSH of Massachusetts. Yet the Senator says he is 
the Senator, but I said a few minutes ago that on Monday I gomg to increase the duty, but that it will not increase the 
intend to discuss, separately and entirely apart from this rate, price of clothing. 
the question of costs. I am going to try to show that this .rate, Mr. SMOOT. That is exactlv where the Senator did not 
in the light of previous laws, in the light of all the information understand me. None of that wool comes in skirting at all 
I have received, in the light of the depressed condition of the unles it pays 30 per cent, and if it comes in scoured it pay 
country as a whole, is an unfair, unjust, and wrong burden to 45 per cent, and in the pending bill it pays 33 per cent. 
place upon the backs of the American people. Mr. BURSUM. Mr. President, I simply desire to call the 

Mr. SMOOT. At $1.13, 4 pounds makes $4.52 on the wool that attention of the Senate to the fact that this rate is practically 
goes into a suit of clothes. We could give him all the wool for one-third less than the present rate on wool. The present rate 
nothing, not make him pay any duty, and if he was honest he is 45 cents on scoured wool, 30 cents on skirted, and 15 cent 
would say it did not cost $4.75 more·for his suit of clothes. on cleaned. 

Mr. w ALSH of Massachusetts. I want to ask one question. Mr. WALSH of Massachusetts. I am going to have something 
What does the Senator say will be the increased cost on the to say about that directly. 
wool in a suit of clothes, the average suit of clothes worn Mr. BURSU:M. So that this rate is a lower rate than the 
by the average American citizen, by reason of this duty? one under which we are now operating. 

l\1r. SMOOT. Over existing law? Mr. WALSH of l\Iassachusetts. I think, with the joker in 
1\Ir. WALSH of Massachusetts. Yes. the emergency law, this is a lower rate, but without the joker, 
Mr. SMOOT. On the ordinary clothing in the United States, so called, to the casual reader of the emergency law it appear 

under existing law to-day, there will not be any increase, a~d to be lower. The joker did succeed in doing away with any 
I can prove it to the Senator. But there are the coarse English rate upon wool at all, practically speaking, but put an embargo 
wools which we discussed this morning, on which there will on wool. It stopped all wool from coming into this country, 
be a great increase in the wool itself-that is, where the and I say to the Senator that if the emergency law should con
shrinkage is .low. tinue in operation another year you would see the prices of 

Mr. WALSH of Massachusetts. The Senator says to me·-and wool and wool clothing increase in this country to heights they 
to this body that we are proceeding to increase the pro- never reached before. The Senator knows he will not dispute 
tective duty upon raw wool, and consequently the compensa- my statement that the recent increases by the American Woolen 
tory duties upon the manufactured articles, but that there will Co. in the price of woolen cloth haYe been due to the fact that 
not be any increase in the cost of clothing. That is absurd, the emergency embargo law is just now becoming effective. 
and even a child would not believe such a proposition as that. The oversupply of wool in the world did not permit that law 

l\Ir. Sl\fOOT. The Senator misunderstood me. I did not to become operative until now. But just now it is becoming 
sav there was not any increase-- effective. We are going to feel the results of the embargo, the 

~Ir. WALSH of Massachusetts. I asked the Senator what, results of an embargo on one-half of the wool which people 
in his opinion, would be the increased cost of a suit of clothes. must have in the clothes they wear. 
He aid not anything. Then I say to him that we are pro- Mr. SMOOT. Mr. President, I want to say right in this con-
ceeding to increase the duty upon raw wool, and consequently nection--
the compensatory duties to the manufacturers, and he has the Mr. w ALSH of Massachusetts. The Senator may go on · I do 
hardihood to say it will have no effect at all upon the con- not care about what time he consumes, but if Senator. would 
suming public. Mr. S:3100T. The Senator certainly did not understand permit me to demonstrate my propositions one at a time and to 
what I said. discuss them, I would be able to answer ~ome of the question:;: 

l\Ir. w ALSH of Massachusetts. Perhaps I did not. 1 will which Senators are now presenting to me. I have a very long 
giYe the Senator another chance. discussion and considerable to say about the effect of tlie emer-

Mr. Sl\IOOT. I said that on the general run of clothing worn gency tariff law, w-hich will answer the question that bas just 
by men throughout the United States, under the existing rates, been propounded. 
there is no increase. 1\Ir. SMOOT. I want to say to the Senator now tbat with 

Mr. WALSH of Massachusetts. If the wool growers get 10 the emergency tariff law in effect I have ent to fir·e of the 
per cent profit, somebody will have to pay it. Perhaps it is the best mills in ~e United ~tates an~ asked the?l to. send me 
manufacturer and not the consumer who will pay it, but that samples of their goods with the prices of April, 1920; .July. 
is incredible. 1921; and February, 1922. I want to say to the Senator now 

l\Ir. SMOOT. The Senator is not complaining of the 10 per that the J~ly pr~ces of 1921 were less than one-half of w.ha t 
cent- rate in the emergency tariff law? The emergency tariff they were m April, 1920. I want to say fur~e~ that the price · 
law saved every wool grower in the United States. If it had I in February, 19~2, under the emergency tariff law, were less 
not been for that, there would not have been a single wool than they were m January, 1921. 
grower in the United States who would not have failed, I do Mr. WALSH of Massachusett . What does that pro,·e'? 
not care who he is. Does not eYery American know that the peak of price in 
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everything was reached in 1920, and that there ha·s been a 
decline since in wool as well as everything else? 

1\Ir. SMOOT. I am speaking now of July, 1921, after the 
emergency tartiI law was enacted, and I am speaking of the 
priees of 1922. The February, 1922, prices were lower tlul.n 
the July, 1921, prices. 

lli. WALSH of Massachusetts. Will the Senator give us 
the prices since February, 1922? 

Mr. SMOOT. Yes. 
Mr. WALSH of Massachusetts. Why did not the Senator 

give us the last prices available? The Senator knows that 
the prices to--day are substantially above those of February, 
1922. He knows there has been a substantial increase in prices 
between February, 1922, and the present time. Why take the 
lowest figure under date of February? Does the Senator <lis
pute the fact that there has been a substantial increase since 
February? 

Mr. SMOOT. I dispute the fact that that was the lowest 
opening. There were only two openings in woolen goods in 
the United States, and the opening -0f tl1ose goods was in Feb
ruary, 1922, and that is the price I quoted. I have the price 
lists here, and any Senator can find out by asking any pur
chaser of wool. 

l\lr. WALSH of 1\las achusetts. Will the Senator dispute 
that the American Woolen Co. announced increases in prices 
of 20 per cent and more within the last two months? Will he 
dispute that? 

:Mr. SMOOT. I deny the fact that all goods--
1\Ir. W A.LSH of Massachusetts. Will the Senator -Oi pute 

that? Ye or no. 
1\fr. Sl\:!Oor.r. I say that in one line of goods there was an in

crease of 20 per cent, but because of that fact it does not 
necessarily follow that there was an increase in all tlle lines of 
all the mills of the United States. I could tell the Senator the 
reason why. · 

l\fr. WALSH of Massachusetts. I want to know the Senator's 
position. The Senator states now that there has been no in
crease except in one line of woolen goods since February, 1922. 

Mr. SMOOT. No; I did not say that. 
Mr. WALSH of Massachu. etts. What was the Senator's 

statement about the present prices compared ·with those of 
February, 1922? 

l\1r. SMOOT. The Senator said 20 per cent--
Mr. WALSH of Massachusetts. I said it is more than 20 per 

cent. There have been two, if not three, increases in the prices 
in the last three months, due to the fact that the emergency 
tariff law is now becoming effective in the prices of woolen 
cloths. · 

Mr. SMOOT. Of course, the emergency law was enacted in 
May, 1921. That is when it was enacted. 

l\fr. WALSH of Massachusetts. Is it not a fact that all the 
world was flooded with wool and that this country had an over
supply of wool, and that it is now becoming exhausted and we 
are beginning to draw upon the world's supply, and when we 
began to do that we found an embargo against wool coming in 
here? 

Mr. SMOOT. We took one hour of time this morning in talk
ing about the rates on wool because of overproduction in the 
world in 1921. The Senator knows that where there is an over
production-and particularly is that the case with the coarse 
wools-we had the Government -0f the United States carrying 
o-rnr about 60,000,000 pounds and no demand for wool. The 
price of wool went down. There are abnormal prices now and 
there were abnormal prices in 1921. There are, so far as coarse 
woolens are concerned, abnormal prices to-day. We can buy the 
coarse woolens to-day in London for 22 cents a pound. They 
are abnormal, and why? It is because there is no special de
mand for them in the world to-day. 

Mr. WALSH of Montana. 1\1r. President, with the permission 
of the Senator from Massachusetts--

1\fr. WALSH of Massachusetts. I yield to the Senator from 
Montana. -

Mr. WALSH of Montana. The Senator from Utah has twice 
to-day asserted that but for the emergency tariff law every pro
ducer of wool in the country to-day would be in bankruptcy 
and the industry totally destroyed. I do not care to allow that 
statement to go unchallenged. There is no justification what
ever for it, in my judgment. I voted against the emergency 
tariff law for reasons more or less unrelated to the duty upon 
wool. Nevertheless, the facts in the case disclose that the con
tention made by the Senator from Utah has no support what
ever. 

I have here a schedule furnished me by the Bureau of Markets 
giving the a•erage prices of wool for each month from January, 

1921, down to and inclusi1e of the month of April, 1922. It di -
closes that at no time during that period was the price of wool 
in London less than 21 cents. 

Mr, S~iOOT. Oh, well, .Mr. President--
Mr. W .A.LSH of Montana. I object to the Senator interrupt

ing until I get through, and then I shall be very glad to yield to' 
the Senator. 

The fact about the matter further is that the emergency tariff 
law, although it was approved in the month of May, 1..921, did 
not become effective so far as the market prices were concerned 
until after all -0f the wool produced in this country during the 
y_ear 1921 was on the market, from the fact that large importa
tions were made in anticipation of the enactment of that law. 
So that the wool prices for 1921 ha-ve no relation whatever to 
the emergency tariff law. 

So far as destruction is concerne~ I was in the wool business 
myself for 10 years as a side issue, and I know something about 
it, though, of course, not so much as the Senator from Utah. 
I was fortunate enough to dispose of all my interests in the 
woo~ business sever.al years ago, so I speak as an onlooker in 
Veruce. But when I was in the business we got 17 cents a 
pound for woot an~ we considered that we were doing fairly 
well. Now, the cost of producing wool ha , of cou1·se, very 
largely increased during the last five, six, or seven years .. Tbe 
range has been taken up, the cost of labor has increased, the 
cost of supplies has increased, and so on. But I think it is 
utterly indefensible in any man to say that when wool is selling 
at 21 cents a pound on the market in London the wool business 
would be utterly destroyed. 

The fact about the matter is that the figures show during all 
of this year prices for wool in London whieh ought to be re
garded as pretty fairly remunerative f<>r the production of wool 
in this country. 

In January, 1922, the price was 26 cents a pound ; in Feb
ruary, 26 cents; in :March, 28 cents; and in April, 28 cents. I 
submit this table, and with it a table of importations during the 
same period, showing that up to and including the month of 
April, 1921, our importations -0f wool amounted to 227,567,377 
pounds, while the total for the year .a.mounted to 326,365,751 
pounds; in other words, about three-fourths of all the impor
tations occurred during the first four months of the year, so 
that the emergency tariff law was of no benefit whatever to the 
woolgrowers in the United States, so far as 1921 was con
cerned. 

Of course, for 1922 there was some substantial advantage, 
because in the month of January, 1922, the price in the United 
States was 37 cents, while in London it was 26 cents; in Feb
ruary, 1922, the Boston price was 41 cents as against the London 
price of 28 cents ; in March, 1922, the Boston price was 41 
cents as against the London price of 28 cents; and in April 
the Boston price was 39 cents as against the London price 
of 28 cents. But when wool was selling for anywhere be
tween 21 and 28 cents a pound I think it rather an unjus
tifiable statement to say that the industry would have been 
ruined. 

Mr. President, I ask that the tables to which I have referred 
may be printed in the RECORD. 

There being no objection, the tables were ordered to be 
printed in the RECORD, as follows : 

Monthly average priceB of wool. 

[Wool Record a.nd Textile World (London prices). Boston Commercial 
Bulletin (Boston prices).] 

Month. Boston.1 London.t 

1921. 
January .. _ ................................................... . 
February ............ _ ............................... _ •........ 
March ....................................................... .. 
April. ........ - ............ - .... -.. - .............. - ........... . 
M:ay ............................. _ .. , ......................... . 
June .......................................................... . 
July .......................................................... . 
August ....................................................... . 
September .......... - ..• -•. - - ... - .. -•..•. - ...... - .•............ 
October ..................................................... .. 
November .•.•........•.•...............•...................... 
December __ ._·- -....... _ ............. _ ... _. _ ................. . 

19~. 
January ...................................................... . 

~:~~::: :: ::::: :: :::: ::: : ::: :: : :: :::::: ::::::: :: : : ::::: ::: :: 
April. ........................................................ . 

Pound. 
10.29 

.30 

.30 

.30 

.29 

.28 

.27 

.26 

.26 

.27 

.28 

.32 

.37 

.41 

.41 

.39 

i Ohio, Pennsylvania, and West Virginia, i blood, unwashed. 
: British tleece wool-pick shrop hoggets. 

Pound. 
S0.58 

.45 

.37 

.30 

.26 

.21 

.21 

.22 

.23 

.25 

.25 

.26 

.26 

.28 

.28 

.28 
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Jmpor·ts of ·wool, unmanufactured, into the Un'itea States by months, 
1921. 

[,' ta tement prepared by Research and Foreign Statistics Section, Bureau 
of Markets and Crop Estimates. Source, Bureau of Foreign and 
Domestic Commerce.] 

Pounds. 
JanuarY-------------------------------------------- 21,169, 4 0 
FebruarY------------------------------------------- 42,885,968 
March------------~-------------------------------- 98,103,09 
April---------------------------------------------- 65, 402, 631 

Total (four months)--------------------------- 227, 561, 377 

~aY----------------------------------------------
June----------------------------------------------
J~Y----------------------------------------------
August---~---------------------------------------
September------------------------------------------October ___________________________________________ _ 
November _________________________________________ _ 

December------------------------~-----------------

14,744,598 
5',951,755 
9,396,864 

15, 866, 744 
14,592,459 
9,085,706 

10,946,395 
12,519,853 

Total (eight months)-------------------------- 93, 104, 374 

Total for year 1921---------------------------- 320, 665, 751 
:\Ir. SMOOT. l\fr. President, I wish to show that the figures 

quoted by the Senator are wrong. I do not know who prepared 
them, but to show that they are wrong, I want to quote from 
the Tariff Commission as to the London market. For instance, 
36/ 40's crossbred fleeces on March 5, 1921, were unsalable; they 
could not sell them. In April they could not sell them. On 
May 12 they were 9 pence, or 18 cents. 

~Ir. WALSH of Montana. l\lay I inquire from what the 
Sen'a tor is reading? 

Mr. SMOOT. I am reading from "Recent Tendencies in the 
Wool Trade," page 12. On June 18 the price was 9 pence, or 18 
cents; on July 28, 7 pence, or 14 cents. That is not 20 cents a 
pound. On September 15 the price was 8 pence, or 16 cents. 
Then, coming down to October 15, 1921, the price wa 8 pence, 
or 16 cents; October 30, 8 pence, or 16 cents; December 8, 8! 
pence, or 17 cents; January 12, 10 pence, or 20 cents; February, 
9 pence, or 18 cents; March 10, 9 pence, or 18 cents. 

Now, Iet us see whether there was not any increase in the 
price during the first four months of 1921. 

l\.Ir. WALSH of Montana. Mr. President, will the Senator 
pardon an interruption? _ 

1\Ir. SMOOT. Yes. 
Mr. WALSH of Montana. The Senator has given us the fig

ures for the very lowest grade of wool scheduled. 
Mr. SMOOT. And the Senator said there was no wool sold 

for 20 cents in London. 
l\Ir. WALSH of Montana. Oh, the Senator is quite in error. 
l\lr. SMOOT. I will let the RECORD speak for what the Sena

tor said. 
Mr. 'VALSH of Montana. The table shows the average price 

of wool, and it gives the quality as three-eighths crossbred. 
Mr. SMOOT. Of course there never was any three-eighths 

cro sbred that sold for 20 cents. 
Mr. WALSH of Montana. The Senator does not intend to 

ay that the grades he spoke of are ordinary western country 
wools? · 

illr. SMOOT. No; and I say to the Seriate of the United 
States that there was not any question but what the price was 
ne\er less than 20 cents a pound on western wools in London. 
There is no doubt about it at all. That, however, is on the 
coured pound. That is not in the grease. On the scoured 

pound the Senator will note that I quoted as to the three
eigliths crossbred and not in the grea e. The prices I quoted 
were on scoured wool, not wool in the grease. 

Then, taking the prices showing the advances on wool, the 
increases began in January. On the fine staple in October, 
19~0, the price was $1.37. Then the peak began to fall. In 
January the slump came and prices went to 83 cents, in April to 
90 cents, and then fell in July to 83 cents, in October to 83 
cents, and in January, 1922, went to 91 cents. That is on the 
scoured pound. 

Mr. GOODING. Mr. President, will the Senator from Massa
chusetts yield to me? 

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. WILLIS in the chair). 
Does the Senator from Massachusetts yield to the Senator from 
Idaho? 

l\lr. WALSH of l\lassachusett'". I yield to the Senator from 
Idaho. 

)Jr. GOODING. The junior Senator from Massachusetts is 
discussing the question of the tariff from the laboring man's 
standpoint ; and he is fighting for a reduction of every duty 
which is contained in the bill. I myself am advocating a high 
protective duty and voting for every rate, regardless of how 
high it may be, in the interest of the laboring man. This coun-

try is the only country in th world , Mr. President, whicJ~ . 
since the World War, has not increased the protection affordecl 
to manufacturers. There i · no exception to that rule. Ger
many, as measured by the mark, has increased her protective 
tariff rates sixty-fi"rn times; Austria, measured by the kronen, has 
increased her protective tariff rates two hundred times; but we 
permit importers in this country to go to all foreign countries, 
with their depreciated currencies, and to bring in foreign good::; 
and sell them here regardless of what they cost. On the other 
hand, the people are Rot getting any benefit from such impor
tations, as has been clearly ·shown by the exhibits which ha YC 

been presented here on different occasions, which demonstrated 
that as high as 3,000 per cent profit was being charged by the 
department stores on foreign-made goods. · 

Our tariff law to-day affords the lowest protection accorded. 
by any country on the earth, not eT"en excepting free-trade Eng
land. England has 26 per cent protection, as against all Ger
man imports, while the arnrage rates in the pending bill are not 
35 per cent. Besides that, England provides a protecti\e rate or 
33 per cent additional on all her "key" industries. Unless we 
do what Germany is doing, what Austria is doing, and what 
every other country is doing-shut our doors against imports 
of goods of foreign manufacture whitb may be manufactured 
in our country we shall not put to work the 3,000,000 or 4,000,000 
men now out of em11loyment, for those men can only be put to 
work by starting the wheels of industry. 

The Senator from Massachusetts may ·ay that we are not 
getting any great amount of imports from Germany, but w e arc 
getting a T"ery much larger amount of imvorts, not in dollars 
and cents, perhaps, but Yery much larger in aIUount, to di! -
place labor than we got before the war ; two or thre0 times as 
much. Unless we do what eyery other country has done, prac
tically impose an embargo, we shaU never increa ·e our manu
factures. I can understand why the Senator might oppose the 
rates proposed if they were based on the American Yaluation, 
or might feel that the rates were too high, but on the foreign 
valuation, measured by the mark and by the kronen, and the 
depreciated currencies of other countries, we have not any pro
tection at all. 

I do not care how high may be the rates which are adopted 
i11 this bill, it is not going to help some of our manufacturing 
industries. I am discussing the tariff bill, I wish to say to 
the Senator from Massachusetts, in the interest of the laboring 
man. It is his question, and nobody else's. I want such pro
tection as "-i.11 give him a job in America; and the only way he 
can get it will be by protecting our industries and shutting out 
imports, because when we import $1,000,000 worth of foreigp_ 
products we import $1,000,000 worth of foreign lal>or. That 
i · all there is to the question of protection-the opportunity 
for the American laboring man to have a job. 

l\'Ir. WALSH of l\Iassachusetts. 1\Ir. President, one cli Unc
tion between the position of the Senator from Idaho and of 
my elf is this: He wants the laboring man to have a jolJ, while 
I want the laboring man to have a wage which bear some rela
tionship to the co t of li\ing. To obtain that for him it is very 
essential that reasonably low protective tariff duties shall l>e 
levied. 

However, the discussion just indulged by tlie Senator from 
Idaho is of a general natme and does not relate to tile subje<:t 
under consideration. At some other time I shall again dis ·ui:;H, 
if necessary, at length my general views upon protectfre tariff 
duties, but at this time I am trying to confine the discus ion 
and have up to now confined it to the schedule aml paragraph: 
which are immediately under consideration. Mr. President, 
I must proceed with my argument. 

RATE UNDER EMERGE~CY 'l' ARIFF' LAW. 

Mr. President, in order to appreciate the magnitude of tile 
proposed duty let us make a comparisou of the duties leviell 
in previous la\\s. To do this we should transpose the tluty 
levied on wool in the grease to its equivalent in clean content. 

First, let us col}.Sider the emergency tariff law. This law 
imposed a duty of 15 cents per pound on unwa. hed wool, 30 
cents per pound on washed wool, and 45 cents per pound on 
scoured wool. But the rates actually in effect were double 
those here noteu because of a joker relating to skirted wool, 
which reads as follows : 

On wool and hair provided for in fhis paragraph.I which i · sorted 01· 
increase<l in value by the rejection of any part or the original fl eece, 
tbe duty shall be twice the duty to which it would otherwise be subject, 
but not more than 45 cents per pound. 

Incidentally it is to be noted that this limitation of 45 cents 
per pound refers to wool in the condition in ·which importeu. 
It does not apply to the unwashed wool which, if skirteu, 
would be dutiable at 30 cents; but makes the duty on washed 
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wool, if skirted, 45 cents instead of 60 cents, and it preve~ts 
any increase in the duty of 45 cents on scoured wool-that is, 
'vool imported in the scoured condition. It is therefore plain 
that the equivalent clean-content duty can be very high despite 
this 45-cent limitation. On unwashed wool which has been 
skirted and which shrinks 50 per cent the duty would be 
equivalent to 60 cents per pound, clean content. 

The importance of this joker can best be appreciated when 
we understand that practically all the wool for clothing im
ported into this country up to the passage of the emergency law 
was skirted wool. All previous laws levied a duty upon wool 
on the grease basis. The emergency law apparently followed 
that principle of levying a duty on wool on the grease basis, 
but by the injection of this clause practically doubles the rates. 
Thus the rate of 15 cents per pound on unwashed wool, because 
it is imported in the skirted condition, actually amounts to 30 
cents per grease pound or, assuming a 50 per cent shrinkage, 
60 cents per pound clean content. 

Wool in the grease includes wool which is increased in value 
by the rejection of part of the original tleece. 

" S.b.".irting " is merely the removing of those parts of the 
fleece which contain extraneous matter, other than grease, for 
tbe purpose of decreasing the shrinkage of wool. 

Because in the past the duty on wool has always been levied 
upon the grease basis the domestic importer bas always brought 
in skirted wool in order to save payment of duty on ~"Xtraneous 
matter, other tllan grease. The effect of the joker, therefore, 
is that for practical purposes the duties named in the emer
gency law are actually doubled and amount to an embargo. 

RATE UNDER TH~ UNDERWOOD LAW. 

Under the Underwood law all wool was admitted free. 
RATE U:'\DER THE PAYNE-ALDRICH LAW. 

Under the Payne-Aldrich law wools of the type in pnragrnph 
1102-wool for use in clothing-were divided into two classes
Class I and Class II. The duty on Class I wool was 11 cents 
per pound on the grease basis, and on Class II it was 12 cents 
per pound on the grease basis. The great bulk of our imports 
of wool fall into Class I. This 11-cent rate on wool in the 
grease is equivalent to approximately 22 cents on the clean
content basis. Or, assuming that under a clean-content duty 
imported wool would not be skirted and would shrink 55 oi
u6 per cent, the equiYalent of an 11-cent grease duty would be 
about 25 cents per pound, clean content. As a matter of fact, 
the foreign wools, if un ·kirted, would probably shrink less tb~n 
55 per cent on the average. In fixing the clean-content rate m 
paragraph 1102 at 33 cents per pound it is to be noted that the 
Senate amendment increases the duty 50 per cent over the rate 
in the Payne-Aldrich law; or, on the second assumption above, 
33 per cent; or, in case of low shrinkage, more than 50 per cent. 
I!\EQUI'l'IES 011' PREVIOUS LAWS GROWING OUT OF DUTIES LEVIED ON A 

GilEASE BASIS. 

Under the Payne-Aldrich tariff law and under previous pro
tectirn tariff laws the duty on wool was a specific duty levied 
upon the grease basis. The inequitable results of such a duty 
are notorious in the wool trade. 

Under such a system of duties it is obvious that the.re is a 
premium placed upon the importation of wool with a minimum 
shrinkage, for the lower the shrinkage the less duty which must 
be paid upon grease. The reason for importing low-shrinking 
wool under this condition is precisely the same as the reason 
for importing skirted wool-that is, any reduction in the amount 
of matter extraneous to the native fiber will lead to a saving in 
the amount of duty. 

The result of all this was that those sections of the domestic 
wool-manufacturing industry which were forced to utilize high
shrinking wool were discriminated against in comparison with 
those branches of the industry which were able to use medium or 
low-shrinking wool. Inasmuch as the woolen branch of the 
industry--carded woolen manufacture-is more largely depend
ent upon the finer and higher shrinking wools than is the 
worsted branch, it follows that the effect of a duty levied upon 
the grease basis has been to discriminate against the earned 
woolen manufacturers and in favor of the worsted manufac
turers. 

Of course, the Democratic Underwood tariff, placing wool on 
the free list, eliminated this discrimination. The public protest, 
particularly against Schedule K, which followed the enactment 
of the Payne-Aldrich law was so loud and was such a powerful 
factor in the repudiation of that bill by the electorate in the 
election of 1912 that it can be safely asserted that this coun
try will riever return to the levying of duties on wool on a 
grease basis. 

XLII-666 

RECENT IMPORTS AND EXPORTS. 

Mr. President, statistics show that after the passage of the 
emergency tariff law importations of 'vool dropped from 52,-
000.000 pounds in April and 80,000,000 pounds in l\Iarch to 
868,000 pounds in June and 656,000 pounds in July. August 
showed a jump to 3,000,000 pounds, whHe in September the 
importations fell back to 293,000 pounds. It is to be noted 
that importation figures here quoted are "general importa
tions "-that is, they include both wool entered in bond and 
wool entered for consumption, or upon which the duty has 
been paid. Table 4 in the Tariff Commission's report on 
the operation of the emergency tariff law shows very clearly 
that practically all of these importations of wool since the 
enactment of the emergency law have gone into bonded 
warehouses. The outstanding feature of Tables 3A and 3B is 
that the emergenry tariff law almost shut off the imports of 
Class I and Class II wool. It must be borne in mind, however, 
that we must import wool at any price in order to take care of 
our consumption. The Tariff Commission, in the same report, 
points out the fact that there has been some importation of wool 
for possible speculative purposes. W 001 ·has been imported and 
stored in bonded warehouses on the assumption that this bill 
might establish a rate lower than that in the emergency law. It 
can be readily seen why this should be done. Without the joket· 
aboYe referred to, the duty on wool at 15 cents per pound on the 
grease basis would be lower on the average than would be the 
duty of 33 cents per clean pound, which is imposed in the Senate 
bill. But inasmuch as the skirted clause in the emergency tariff 
law makes the actual duty 30 cents per pound on the grea. a 
basis-which would be equivalent to approximately 60 cents per 
clean pound--it is apparent that the duty in the emergency tariff 
law is, for practical purposes, higher even than the 33 cents per 
pound duty in the Senate bill, though to the casual observer 
apparently much less. Consequently there has been of late a 
considerable importation of wool accumulating in the bonded 
warehouses, upon which it is expected that a lower duty may 
be levied under the proposed low. Of course, if there were 
any assurance that the emergency law would continue to operate 
over a long period, it is quite likely that the domestic purchaser 
of foreign wools would instruct his foreign clients not to skirt 
the wool, in order that the doubling of the duty might be 
avoided. But in view of the tentative nature of the emergency 
law it bas not been feasible to carry out such a scheme, and the 
result bas been that the actual rates applied have been double 
those contained in the emergency law. If the emergency law 
were to operate over a sufficiently long period, the skirting of 
wool shipped to this country would probably cease, as has been 
stated and in this case the rates actually operative under the 
eruerg~ncy law would be not far different from the rate Of 33 
cents per clean pound contained in the Senate bill. 

Assuming that the average shrinkage of unskirted imported 
wool would be, say, 55 per cent, the duty of 15 cents per grease 
pound in the emergency tariff would be equivalent to about 33 
cents per pound, which is the duty in the Senate bill. Some of 
the unskirted foreign wools will, of course, shrink more than 55 
per cent; others less than 55 per cent. 

l\1r. BURSUM. Mr. President--
The PRESIDING OFFICER. Does the Senator from Massa. 

chusetts yield to the Senator from New 1\fexico? 
Mr. WALSH of Massachusetts. I yield to the Senator. 
Mr. BURSlJU. I desire to call the attention of the Senator 

from Massachusetts to the fact that there is a slight difference 
of opinion about this "joker" which he has been talking abo~t. 
Of course it is admitted that the rate of the emergency tariff 
was a ·higher rate than the rate which is now proposed. The 
emergency tariff provided for a rate of 45 cents.. The rate on 
wool in the grease was 15 cents. The duty on skirted wools or 
washed wools or wools in any way improved through the process 
of manufacture or partial manufacture, altering the character 
of the fleece, was 30 cents; but the Senator is hardly fair about 
this "joker" proposition. 

The truth of the matter is that it is the grower on whom the 
"joker" has been practiced from time immemorial. The producer 
has been led to believe, and those interested ill cutting down the 
rate of duty on the wool have led Congress to believe, that 11 cents 
a pound duty, as provided under the Payne-Aldrich law, and as 
provided under nearly every other tariff that I can recall at 
this time was intended to be 11 cents a pound on a whole fleece 
taken off the sheep, or wool in the grease. How did it work 
in practice? 

Mr. WALSH of Massachusetts. I do not think there is any 
difference petween us. What the Senator means to say is that 



10562 CONGRESSIONAL RECORD-SEN ATE. JULY 22, 

the American woolgrower all of these :reairs has been selling 
unskirted wool, while the importer has been elling skirted wool. 

1.s tbat true! 
Mr. BURSUM. The imporrer has done this-
l\1r. WALSH of Massachusetts. Is that a fact? 
Ur. BURSUM. r;rhat js a fact, and here is where the Ameri

can producer has been defrauded : He has not obtained the ,pro
tection that the public believed he was obtaining. For instance, 
the duty would be 11 cents a pound. What would the importer 
do? He would eliminate the belly, eliminate the tags, eliminate 
tlle sides, and bring in the choice portion of that fleece, which 
would shrink all the way from 30 to 40 per cent. In place of 
brlngiug in 33! pounds of wool, which was estimated when that 
duty was levied. for 11 cents, he would bring in 60 pounds of 
wool, and in some instances 70 pounds of wool; so that he was 
simply cutting down the rate of duty as jntended by the makers 
of the bill .at least 50 per cent. and thereby defrauding the 
producer .of this -country of the protection which was intended 
tor him. I say that the joker has been in favor of the manu
facturer, in favor of the importer, and it has heen against the 
producer and the gr.ower. 

l'ifr. WALSH of Massachusetts. Mr. President. I do not think 
I differ vecy much with the .Senator .about the situatio.n he has 
described. There is no doubt whatever but that the .American
grown wool, because it was not skirted, shrank more than the 
imported wool, :which w.as skirted, and th-e1,efore that the duty 
of 11 cent per pound on grease wool was not entirely and com
pletely .effective in giving to the woolgrower exactly 11 cents 
per pound more than he would ha•e received if the wool that 
came in from Europe was not skirted. 

Mr. LODGE .rose. 
l\Ir. WALSH of Massachusetts. I will yield to my colleague 

in just a .moment. Anticipating a reduction from the emer
gency faw in the pre ent law, there have been imported large 
amounts of wool, which are held in bond and will be released 
when this new tariff law becemes -Operative. the wool importers 
figuring that it is better to hold it in bond and w..a.it .and · 
if they can o;-et a less ,rate than they .could get under the emer
gency law, ·because the emergency law was prohibitive. 

I no·w yield to my colleague. 
Mr. LODGE. I was only going to make the J>Oint that in my 

eolleague's first statement I thot~ :he made a little error, be
cause there has come into the port ·of :B<>Ston since the 1st of 
Januacy the largest amount of woel ever imported; but. of 
course, it ls .in bond, as my eolleague says, awaiting the pas
~ge .of -this 1bill. 

Mr. WALSH of l\Iassachusetts. ¥-es. Mr. President, I hare 
those :figures before me and while l am not going i:o take the 
time to Tead them, [ oo not think there is .any disa.gr.eement 
between us that the .emergency law has ·shut out the im.porta
tions of wool which we:re immediately applied to commercial 
uses in this country, and that whatever impo.rtations have 
come in recently have been in bond and have 1'.>een held in bond 
for the purpose of waiting for a change in rates. · 

l\1r. LODGE. Ove.r 1.00,000,000 pounds have come into Bos
ton. -

Mr. Sl\IOOT. l\Ir. President--
The PRESIDING OFFICER. Does the SenatOT from Massa

chusetts yield to the Senator from Utah! 
Mr. WALSH of Massachusetts. In just a moment. Of <!our e, 

that is ·to be expected. How could -you expect the manufa.etur
ing interests in this country who, under the Underwood law, 
have been getting .free wool, and who, under the Payne-Aldrich 
law, have been getting wool at 11 cents a pound in the grea e, 
to meet .now, in this time of great depression, a price of 30 
cents on wool in the :grease, or '60 cents on the cleanBd content? 

I yield to the Senator from Utah. 
M.r. SMOOT. Mr. tPresident, I want to say that the o-called 

" joker " in the emergency tariff bill was put in there with full 
knowledge of what it really meant; and let me tell tlle Selliito.r 
,one reason why it was worded just as it was. 

On March 18, 1922, a certain Philadelphia importer of wool 
undertook to bring in wool he1·e clas ed as carpet wool, so that 
it would come in free, or, if not free, in clothing under the 
lowest Tate of duty, and inside of those bales was the finest 
wool from South America. It happened to be detected. If it 
had not been detected, sim.p1y through one ba1e of wool having 
.been torn and the wool showing, there would have ·been $275,000 
worth of wool imported into the United States, and the great 
bulk of that value would have been fine wool, and the Govern
ment of the United 'States would 'have been chea:ted out of 
every dollar of duty. I am quite sure that the Senator bas 
heard of that case. 

Mr. WALSH of Ma-ssachusetts. I have ileaTd 1of that case. 

.Mr. ~MOOT. T.hat was on 1\-Iarcb 18 of the present year. 
That was after the -emergency bill was in operation ; and then 
they tried to rob .the .American Treasuxy of the amount of the 
duty bir putting coa.i:se carpet wools around fine wools from 
South AmeTica. 

Mr. WALSH of Massachusetts. Mr. P1·esident, the Senator's 
suggestion leads me to the next proposition which I was a.bout 
to discuss. 

1\1-r. Sl\fOOT. 'Mr. President, I do not want to be misunder
stood in what I said. I do not want it thought that I have said 
that all importers would try to defraud the Government in 
this way. That is not so ; :but I do want to say that the im
porter hav.e the brightest minds that there are in the United 
.states, and they have taken the every best attomey and the 
"Very est ·appraisers that the Government ot the United States 
has educated for years and years. I am not blaming them it 
they -can pick ·a hole in the wording of the tariff law; but they 
have these men at work, and that "is what they are paid for, and 
if there is a.ny fl.aw in the wording of any paragraph or any 
part of a schedule of any kind that can be tmned to the di ad
vantage of the Go\'el'nment they a.Te going to do it. 

Mind you, if it is done lawfully, I ha:ve not a word of com
plaint about it. I think they are entitled to ,get the very best 
-advice in the worla, no matter whether the 1Government of the 
United State ha educated their advi ers or not. I am not 
:objecting to that. But I do -object to the importers using this 
method of fraud in order to cheat ·the United States out of 
dollar and cents. 

Mr. W ALSB of M:issaohusetts. I think we are all in accord 
with the Senator in that respect. Let me .resume my argu
ment. 

'F t NANCtAL DrFB'lCULTIES OB' THl!l WOOLGROWERS. 

l\fr. President, that fue weolgrowers suffered severely in the 
g1'eat rleeline of 19~0 and the depression -0f 1921 (!all .not be 
-doubted ; !Tut so did ,a'Il 1branches of industry suffer, and o 
~d the consu..mi.Bg pub1ic. During 1P:rrt of this p.eriod :ta.tis
ties infileate that lfrom two to four million wage .ea:cners have 
:been t9Ut of -work · 

That '0very effort should be made to :improve rt:he .fina·ncial 
oondition of the woatgro,wer ;aU ragr:ee, but .he should expect no 
more to be done fo1· him by the Government through indirect 
-taxntion levied upon the consumer than those en.gaged in -any 
-0the.r industry. H-e should not expect the great majority at 
our peoJ.}le to be burdened QY ~ation to a gr:eater degree than 
at present olely for his benefit. He should bear in mind al o 
tlb.at flS .a oonsume.r lie will hR ve to ;pay ,an enhanced price for 
clothing for himself and 1'.amilY, .and that the general increase 
Jn prices -through .fhe thigh _protective ta.tiff duties .upon ·clothes 
,and ,other nece ities .of life will increase accordingly the 
wages he will ha1Ve to ;P.RY his help who will have to pay 
higher living costs. 

There is a J)Oint whNe it is fundamentally 1meconomic for a 
government to extend protection to an industry which yields 

s is claimed ·Only meager returns to those engaged in it under 
ert1iem.e ,protection. 

ST T.O 'TEii MANUFACTCRER. 

The production of wool in the United State during the past 
40 year av.eraged ivery close to '800,000,00-0 pounds in the 
.grease, which, with a shrinkage of 60 per ,cent, gives 120,000,000 
pounds of cle n wool Imports CJ.f Class I and Class II wool -
,dist:-egarding Olass IU, c.ai-pet :wools-that will be required 
.fnom abroad may ,be estimated as at least 100,000,000 1p un<ls of 
cl.enn wool per annum. This gives -a total consumption of wool 
for clothing of about .220,000,000 pounds of Clean •wool per ,year. 

A suming that the duty fulfills its purpose -0f rai ·ing •the value 
of dome tic wools by -the amount of the duty, the incr-ea ed cost 
to the ·wool .manufacturer-which will, of ccrnr e, _be pnssed on 
·to the public, after further pyramiding-of the 38 cents n pound 
duty on clean wool 'Will be $72,600,000 ..a yea:r. 

l\I.r. Presiderrt. let me ask my friends on 1the otller ··de it 
ithey are .prepai::ed, in the face of the greatest llepre sion in the 
history of this country, to say to the .American -people, "Con
gress has increased the price of y.our wearing apparel, of your 
blankets. of your overcoat, of-your clothing"? Will you dare to 
pass such legislation, in -view of all previous Jaws upon this ub
ject, in view of the action of the House one year ago this very 
time, when the depression was greater, determining that the fail', 
auf% rate t<> all Interests 1COD..eerned 1was 25 cents and tllOt 33 
cent ? Can YDU justify it? Oan you expect a verdict of ap
proval from the American J>eople? .Do you not 'ln10 • that there 
is no is ue wore effective than that which touches the indi
<vidual? Do you not know that the statement of nny -public 
arum on any platform in thi country calling attention to the 
fact that you, as a United States Senator, voted to ;.increase 
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the price of a suit of clothes $2.50, the price of a dress $2.50, 
the price of an overcoat $5, is an argument which penetrates 
deep and has a decisive effect on election day? 

It is amusing to hear men declare on this :floor that in
creasing tariff duties does not affect prices and that putting 
articles upon the free list does not reduce prices. I ask, 
What are tariff duties for? Is there any difference between 
the free list and a protective duty, and if there is, is it not 
this, that products on the free list ought to permit prices 
to be forced down, and not up, while articles which bear a 
protective duty, in the natural course of events, would reflect 
increased prices? Yet Senator after Senator on this :floor has 
had the hardihood to say at one time or another that high 
protective duties do not reflect increased prices, and then, in 
another breath, to say that the putting of articles on the free 
list does not lower prices. 

No man has said that more effectively than the distinguished 
Senator from Utah. He always tells you that the retailer and 
the manufacturer are going to get theirs anyway, regardless 
of tariff duties. Yet we sit here making assertions of reck
less and scandalous profiteering and declare we are power
less. The people will not take that answer from us any 
longer. The people are not going to permit us to cloak and 
hide our responsibility to keep their taxes and their cost of 
Jiving at a low level by assertions of that kind. 

l\fr. President, I will discuss now the objections to the use 
of the brackets in paragraph 1102. 

Th£ House bill based the duty on raw wool, other than car
pet wool, upon the clean content. The Senate bill substitutes 
for this an elaborate sliding scale of duties based on wool in 
the grease and graduated by steps according to the shrinkage. 

Beginning with the highest shrinking wools-those shrinking 
more than 93 per cent upon which the duty is 1.6 cents per 
grease pound-the duty is graduated upward by 1 cent per 
grease pound for each decline of 3 per cent in the shrinkage. 

The entire scale of duties is worked .out in such a way as to 
approximate 33 cents per pound on the clean content of wool. 
The elaborate scale of brackets covering nearly three pages in 
the Senate bill, when translated into plain English, simply 
means that the duty on clean wool shall be approximately 33 
cents per pound. By camouflaging the duty in this manner, 
however, it is made to appear much lower than 33 cents per 
pound. 

If the only objections which could be urged against this 
scheme were that it is intended to deceive the public and that 
it consumes an unnecessary amount of space in the bill, it 
would not be so serious ; but the sliding-scale system is pe
culiarly objectionable, because it can not be administered in 
such a way as to avoid constant litigation. Litigation will arise 
from the fact that whenever the test of the imported wool 
shows a shrinkage slightly less than the amount required for 
classification in the next higher bracket-where the duty would 
be 1 cent per grease pound lower-the importer will be strongly 
inclined to protest the classification. 

To take an illustration: Suppose that the examiner figures 
the shrinkage of a given importation of wool at 59.4 per cent. 
The wool would then be dutiable at 13! cents per pound, because 
it falls within the bracket which covers wool shrinking more 
than 57 per cent and not more than 60 per cent. Obviously, if 
the importer can prove that the shrinkage is 60.1 per cent in
stead of 59.4 per cent, he will be able· to save 1 cent per grease 
pound on the shipment, because in such case it would be duti
able at 12! cents under the bracket which covers wool shrinking 
more than 60 per cent and not more than 6& per cent. 

Let us carry the illustration further. The difference between 
the estimates of shrinkage in the above illustration is seven
tentbs of 1 per cent. Under a straight clean-content duty of 33 
cents a mistake of 1 per cent in estimating the shrinkage would 
amount to one-third of 1 cent per grease pound; a mistake of 
seven-tenths of 1 per cent would, therefore, amount to seven
tenths of one-third cent, or seven-thirtieths of 1 cent. Under 
the Senate bill the same mistake in estimating the shrinkage 
would amount to 1 cent per grease pound. On a shipment of 
500,000 pounds of wool in the grease the duty involved in a mis
take of seven-tenths of 1 per cent in estimating the shrinkage 
would amount under the straight clean-content duty of 33 cents 
to 500,000 times seven-thirtieths of 1 cent, or $1,166.66; but 
under the bracket system in the Senate bill it would amount to 
500,000 times 1 cent, or $5,000. 

Nor is this all. Under the Senate bill the amount of duty 
involved in a mistake in estimating the shrinkage will be much 
greater for the imJ!orter of high-shrinking wool than for the im
porter of low-shrinking wool who brings in the same amount in 
clean equivalent. Both importers would have 1 cent per grease 

pound at stake; but 1 cent per grease pound is a more serious 
matter for the importer of high-shrinking wool than for the 
importer of low-shrinking wool-that is, if the examiner's esti
mate runs against rather than in favor of him. If it runs in his 
favor no litigation will ensue, but if it runs against him the 
incentive to protest will be particularly strong. 

Mr. SMOOT. As far as I am concerned, I would just as 
lief not have the brackets, and perhaps I would a little rather 
have it that way. 

l\fr. WALSH of Massachusetts. I am very glad to hear that. 
I ask the Senator if there is any likelihood of there being an 
amendment changing that feature? 

Mr. SMOOT. I can not say as to that. So far the com
mittee has not agreed to any amendment along that line. I 
only expressed my personal view when I stated to the Senator 
what I did. Yet I want to say frankly that there is one reason 
why it would be better in brackets; but I think the other rea
sons overbalance that. When we discuss this later I will 
frankly state to the Senator what they are. 

Mr. WALSH of Massachusetts. At another time we will dis· 
cuss that feature of the sliding scale suggested in the committee 
amendment. 

Mr. President, if I may proceed I will now discuss the subject 
of production. 

Mr. President, the production of wool has not materially in· 
creased in the United States in the last 40 years. Our production 
averages very close to 300,000,000 pounds per year. Oar con
sumption has averaged-1 quote from the Tari:tf Commission's 
report on the emergency tariff-in recent years, owing to the un
usual war-time demands, from 600,000,000 pounds to 800,000,000 
pounds. Of this amount, about 300,000,000 pounds were pro
duced in the United States and 400,000,000 pounds imported. 
For a series of years before the war, out of a total consumption 
of about 525,000,000 pounds per year, 300,000,000 were grown in 
the United States. (See Table 1 in the aforementioned report.) 
It is to be noted from this table that the percentage of foreign 
wool consumed in 1921 was about 53 per cent. During the war 
it was as high as 65 per cent. Prior to the war it was about 40 
per cent. 

Let me show you what the record of production in this coun
try has been. I want to say to the Senator from Montana 
[Mr. WALSH] that I hope he was not misled by what the Sena
tor from Utah said, for the Senator from Utah is a very able and 
very clever man and he has the rare ability to state one fact 
which proves the thing which he then wants to demonstrate, 
omitting another fact which would quite change the conclusion 
one would arrive at. 

l\.fr. SMOOT. It is unintentional. 
Mr. WALSH of Massachusetts. The Senator very cleverly 

stated that the number of sheep in this country had decreased. 
What would one take that mere state.ment to mean except that 
the production of wool had decreased? Would one not take it 
to mean that, when we were discussing and considering wool? 
Re said that the number of sheep in this country had decreased 
50 per cent. He told the Senator from Montana that. 

Mr. SMOOT. Does the Senator doubt that? 
l\fr. WALSH of Massachusetts. I say to the Senator that I 

do not care how much smaller the number of sheep in this coun
try is, the fact is that the production of wool bas not decreased 
50 per cent, or anywhere near that. Am I correct about that? 

Mr. SMOOT. Of course, there is a finer grade of wool grown, 
which makes more pounds of wool per head to-day than when 
we had 67,000,000 head of sheep. I thought everybody knew it. 
There was no intention in my mind of misleading anyone. 

Mr. WALSH of Massachusetts. The Senator was trying to 
show how this industry had suffered and how much it had 
slid back; that the number of sheep had decreased 50 per cent, 
and that therefere we must appreciate that the industry was 
gradually getting less and less able to take care of its former 
production. The cold facts are that there has been practically 
no decrease in the production of wool. I do not care whether 
wool comes off the backs of 10 sheep or 3 sheep, the number of 
pounds to-day is about the same as it has been in the last 40 
years. Will the Senator agree with that? 

Mr. SMOOT. I think it is a little less. It is easily under
stood, and I thought every Senator understood, that in the 
years we were speaking of every sheep man kept his lambs, and 
his lambs were counted the first year in the increase in the 
number of sheep in the United States. To-day that is all 
changed. The lambs go to the market, with the exception of 
enough lambs to keep the ewe herd alive. Years ago we used 
to have wethers, and kept the wethers until they were 2, 3, and 
4 years old, and that is where we used to get our wool from. 
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It is entirely different now. 'We run ewe herds entirely, and the 
only lambs that are saved from the market are enough lambs to 
keep the ewe herds alive and up to the standard. 

l\1r. WALSH of Massachusetts. I called attention to that 
because I thought the Senator from Montana [Mr. WALSH], 
who was talking about the production of wool, would gather 
from the statement made by the Senator from Utah that our 
production bad decreased 50 per cent. · 

l\lr. SMOOT. The Senator from Montana knows the situa
tion just as well as the Senator from Utah. 

Mr. WALSH of :Massachusetts. I think both the Senator 
from Utah and the Senator from Montana have the advantage 
over me in knowing more about the wool-growing industry 
than I do. But, as I said in the beginning, plenty of statistics 
are availal.lle for one who wants to be informed upon the 
subject. But let us now consider a comparison of domestic 
production and domestic consu,mption. 

For 16 years under Republican control before 1913 there was 
a duty of 11 cents per pound on grease wool, which practically 
never amounted to less than 30 per cent ad valorem, and fre
quently exceeded 100 per cent. Scarcely had the Democratic 
Party placed wool on the free list when the war broke out 
and prices were raised to such a level that, for the growers 
of wool at least, the result was even better than under Repub
licuu protection. 
· Cnder such favorable circumstances one would suppose the 
wool industry of this country would have flourished and the 
domestic production increased. The plain truth is that domestic 
production has not increased, and, for one reason or another, 
it would appear that this country is not as well suited to wool 
growing as to other industries, and that even high protective 
tariff duties have not resulted in the development of this indus
try to the extent of taking care of only about one-half of our 
domestic consumption. 

In 1891 this country raised 309,474,876 pounds of wool; in 
1805. 294,296,296 pounds ; in 1900, 288,656,621 pounds ; in 1905, 
295,488,438 pounds; in 1910, 321,362,750 pounds; in 1915, 288,-
777,000 pounds; in 1920, 2€0,270,000 pounds; and in 1921, ac
cording to the best available figures, the clip fell to 240,000,000 
pounds. Our per capita domestic consumption decreased from 
G.16 pounds in 1884 to 2.9 pounds in 1921. 

We are forced to go into the markets of the world to buy 
from 40 to 50 per cent of our annual consumption. A fair 
average annual consumption of scoured wool would be in the 
neighborhood of 220,000,000 pounds, and our domestic clip is now 
about 120.000,000 pounds of scoured wool, leaving 100,000,000 
pounds to be imported. 

In view of our needs and the failure of the wool industry to 
keep pace with the increased demand for wool or show any 
material growth during the last 40 years, how can we justify 
an increase in the protective tarit't duty on wool over 50 per cent 
above the highest duty heretofore levied? 

Mr. WALSH of Montana. Mr. President--
Mr. WALSH of Massachusetts. I yield to the Senator from 

Montana. 
~Ir. WALSH of Montana. The Senator is quite right that the 

production of wool in this colmtry has remained practically 
stationary. I perhaps did not speak accurately. I was re
ferring to the number of sheep. The number of sheep in the 
country diminished from about 64,000,000 in 1903 to about 
45,000,000 in 1921, but the sheep bear more wool, so that the 
pro.uuction has remained practically stationary. 

Mr. WALSH of Massachusetts. I ought to say to the Sen
ator that even the Department of Agriculture had some doubts 
about the accuracy of their figures with reference to the in
dustry. Undoubtedly the fact is that there has been some de
crease, but I think there is a good deal of confusion about the 
accuracy of the figures. 

1\Ir. WALSH of Montana. There can be no doubt about it. 
I may say there has been a very substantial decrease. There 
has been a decrease of at least 50 per cent in my own State, 
and the conditions there obtaining likewise prevail to a greater 
or less extent throughout all the western country. That is by 
reason of the fact that the open range is being appropriated as 
a result of our industries being changed from pastoral to agri
cultural. 

l\Ir. WALSH of Massachusetts. It is in this country some
what of a pioneer industry. There is no question about that. 

l\Ir. WALSH of Montana. There is no doubt that similar 
conditions are operative-I know them to be operative, in fact, 
all over the western portion of the country. I have no doubt 
that they are equally operative in South America, in the A.rgen
tine, in Australia, and to a greater or less extent in South 
Africa. 

The last report we have from the Tariff Commission on this 
subject, just out, has the following to say on the subject: 

Owing to extensions in the area of cultivated land and to competi
tion of cattle with sheep, the number of sheep had been declining 
fairly steadily for a long period prior to the war. Wool production, 
however, bad remained about stationary, owing in part to breeding and 
selection for heavier fleeces within breeds, particularly in the case of 
merinos, and in part to the rapid adoption of crossbreeding for mutton 
production, which also gave heavier fleeceB. 

I rose to emphasize the point the Senator is making that, 
despite the long period in which this industry has been pro
tected, the number of sheep in the country continues steadily 
to decline, but it continues to decline by reason of the condi
tions which surround the industry. 

Mr. Sl\IOOT. This tells the story, I will say to the Senator: 
In 1901 the average weight per fleece was 5.06 pounds. In 
1902 it was 5.10 pounds. In 1903 it fell to 4.49 pounds per 
fleece in the United States. That can be accounted for by the 
fact that that was a very wet year, and when it is a very wet 
year the :fleeces, particularly of the western wool, are very 
much lighter in weight. Then it began to increase. In 1904 
it was 5.65 pounds per fleece; in 1907, 5.60 pounds; and in 
1921 it had increased to 7.28 pounds. That is why the number 
of pounds of wool remains about the same. 

Mr. WALSH of Massachusetts. I am glad to have that in
formation from the Senator, because I thought the Senator was 
contending that there had been a decrease in the production 01! 
wool. 

Mr. SMOOT. There is a decrease in the pounds of scoured 
wool, because the finer the wool and the heavier the fleece the 
greater the shrinkage in the wool We could take the 272,564,-
000 pounds of wool in 1921, with an average fleece of 7.28 
pounds, and would not get the same amount of scoured wool out 
of that many pounds that we would out o:t the 287,000,000 
pounds in 1903, when the fieece weighed but 4.49 pounds. In 
other words, so far as pounds were concerned, the scoured wool 
in 1903 was very largely in excess of what the 272,000,000 
pounds would have produced in 1921. I should think as to 
shrinkage there would be at least 20 per cent difference in the 
two cases. 

Mr. WALSH of Massachusetts. Mr. President, the only pur
pose of my argument was to call attention to the fact that with 
what people considered higb protection and with a long period 
of protection this infant industry has not expanded, is not able 
to take care of the demands of the American people, and we 
must to-day import 40 to 50 per cent of all the wool consumed 
by the manufacturers of the country. There has been a steady 
increase in the amount of wool which it is necessary to import. 
Yet in the face of that history it is seriously proposed to us here 
to increase by 50 per cent the rate of duty over that enjoyed 
under the Payne-Aldrich law and to burden the American people, 
who must go into the world's market for their wool, with a 
higher rate of daty than ever before. Wbere are we going to 
stop? Five years from now, when the figures show a further 
decline, the woolgrowers will be asldng a duty of 40 cents. Ten 
years from now, when we must import 60 per cent instead of 40 
per cent, or 70 per cent instead of 45 per cent, they will be here 
asking for a duty of 50 cents. It is now over 100 per cent ad 
valorem. measured in terms of value. 

Mr. SMOOT. Of course the Senator does not want the state
ment to stand that the average rate in equivalent ad valorem is 
100 per cent on 33-cent wool? 

Mr. WALSH of Massachusetts. No; I did not mean to say 
that, but I do say that there are classes of wool where it 
amounts to that. Perhaps not all of the wool, but some of the 
wool that goes into clothing pays that rate of duty. 

Mr. SMOOT. Very little of it, I will say to the Senator. 
Mr. WALSH of Massachusetts. But it approaches very close 

to 100 per cent. 
Mr. SMOOT. It is 1 per cel).t of the consumption in the 

United States. 
Mr. WALSH of Massachusetts. Wool that comes into this 

country in clothing must bear a duty of 33 cents a pound, and 
that, measured in terms of the value of the wool and the duty, 
approaches figures amounting to almost 100 per cent, varying 
from 50 to 100 per cent. 

Mr. President, it is proposed to give this industry a further 
opportunity to develop, though all the progress of the United 
States, by reason of its expansion and agricultural develop
ment in the West has not resulted in the expansion of this 
industry. It is proposed to require the American people to pay 
even more than ever before for the wool which is used for 
blankets, for sweaters, for dresses, for suits, for uvercoats-to 
pay more to try to le.ad the woolgrowers in different parts of 
the country to increase the production of wool. There can be no 
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ether explanation. There can be no justification for such 
high tuift' duties unles it is based upon the belief that the in
dustry can be made to grow, can be made to take care of our 
demands and to take care of them at a reasonable price. But 
there is a point where it is uneconomical for a government to 
tax its people with high protective duties, and we have reached 
that point in wool. This bill will make the burden so excessive 
that the American people can not and will not bear it. 

Mr. President, there is another aspect of this que.stion I will 
proceed to discuss. 

TEXDENCY OF HIGH PROTECTIVE DCTIES TO CREATE TRUSTS. 

1\Ir. President, the l1igh duties which ha-re been levied upon 
raw W"OOl and the iniquitous protective duties levied upon wool 
manufactures have,. together with a tendency toward centraliza
tion, resulted in destroying individual initiative and have ~e
sulted in the consolidation of the wool industry in the hands of 
a few. 

According to the census the capital invested in the wool manu
facturing industry increased from $256,000,000 in 1899 to $450,-
000,000in1909. Yet the extent to which the number of manufac
turing units decreased is astounding. In 18u9, according to the 
census figures, there were 3,280 establisl1ments engaged in manu
facturing wool; in 1879, 2,330; in 1889, 1,693; in 1899, 1,414; in 
1905, l_,213 ; in 1910, 1.,124; and in 1915, 9'Z9. All this indicates 
that indh"idual manufacturers were driv-en out of business, not 
by foreign competition, for there were no imports, but by ex:ces
si\e protective tariff duties, which tend to promote the creation 
of prinit e monopolies. Um:ea.sonably high protective tariff 
duties tend to promot-e profiteering; to encourage industrial 
gamb.Jiug and speculation; to destroy private enterprise and 
ultima tely lead to the creation of monopolies. 

During these years of high protective duties the American 
\\ oolen Co. bas merged ovei: 50 large independent companies 
into its organization,. and now controls over 25 per cent of the 
domestic production of W"Oolen and worsted cloth. It also fixes 
the prices; that is, the trade waits for this company's semi-• 
11.nnual announcement and follows the prices named by this 
organization. 

~Ir. Pre. ident, what has destroyed these individual units? It 
was not foreign competition, for there was non~. The in.di
Yitlual manufacturing units of this industry were destroyed 
under protective tariff duties of the very highest kind; protec
tive tariff duties that were so o.ffensirn to the American public 
that they led to the complete repudiation, defeat, and eject
ment of the Republican administration in 1912. 

:m:·. GOOD~'G. Mr. Presi<lent--
The PRESIDL'°G OFFIC:ER. Does the Senator from Massa

chusetts yield to the Senator from Idaho? 
~Ir. W AL...,H of l\Iassachusetts. I yield. 
Mr. GOODU~G. I shonlc1 like to ask the Senator if he thinks 

had Roo. e\elt been nominated in Chicago there would have 
bePn a defeat of the Republican Party, or that if there had 
been only one candidate nominated instead of two the Republi
can nominee would ha ye been defeated'? 

Mr. WALSH of Massachusetts. There were hvo caudiclates 
nolllinu.ted by the Republic:ms of this courrtry because of the 
tariff', because there was a group o:f Republicans who were de
termined to protest the rates of duty which had been levied 
in the Parne-Al<lrich law, who left their party because they 
wante<l to register a protest against the extortions practiced 
npon the American people through that iniquitous tariff law 
antl the control of the party by reactionary leaders. 

Mr. GOODING. That is the first time I ha>e ever heard 
that , ·tatement made. I remember the circumstances surround
ing the Chicago convention; there was a division between two 
contending forces. It was not over the tariff, but it was be
tv>een two men ; that is about all ; nothing more and nothing 
less. 

Mr. "'\\ ALSH of Massachusetts. I do not know of any Sena
tor on this :floor who has indirectly more severely denounced the 
Payne-Aldrich law than has the Senator from Idaho who has 
just spoken. He has denounced the manufacturers as getting 
everything out of that law, stating that they bad the big end of 
it. The only time that the manufacturers had the big end was 
lJilder the Payne-Aldrich law, because wool has been free since 
1913. Yet the Senator now stands on the floor and asks me a 
que tion which would lead me to believe that he thinks the 
Payne-Aldrich law was all right. 

1\Ir. GOODING. No. The Senator from Mas achusetts has 
not any right to think that at all. I merely said that it was not 
the tari!f question which divided the Republican Party in 1912 at 
all. We have always been a unit on that on all occasion . So 
far as the principle of protection is concerned, I do not think 
there was a difference to any great extent in the two platforms 

adopted in that year ; both stood for protection. I agree, how, 
ever, that the Payne-Aldrich law was not right. 

Mr. WALSH of Massachusetts. I am glad to.. hear the Senator 
say that. 

Mr. GOODING. That law was an outrage-there is not any; 
question about that-so far as the wool duties were concerned 
and so far as the compensatory duties were concerned. That is 
not only true of the Payne-Aldrich law but is true also of the 
Dingley law, in which that clause was first inserted. I de~ 
nounce that legislation now; I have always denounced it; and 
I expect to continue to denounce it. It is for that reason that 
it is now changed in the pending bill to a scoured basis ; so 
that the importers can not now take off all the heavy parts ot 
the fleece and merely bring in the light wool However, I shall 
not take up the Senator's time to discuss how well they did the 
job; bow, instead of bringing in wool shrinking 66} per cent, 
they brought it in shrinking 40 per cent. It is too long a story 
with which to take up the Senator's time, and he is very kind 
to have yielded so long. 

Mr. WALSH of Massachusetts. The Senator :from Idaho 
has admitted that the Payne-Aldrich law was an outrage. I 
give bim credit for having sufficient respect .for the judgment 
of the American people to believe that they would repudiate 
its outrageous provisions in the first electioD that followed its 
enactment. 

Mr. GOODING. The point I make is that in the campaign 
of 1912 the tariff was not the issue, but there was an issue 
between two men. 

1\1r. WALSH of Massachusetts. I am not going into the his
tory of the campaign of 1912, but e>eryone ought to know that 
one of the great issues of that campaign was Schedule K ; and 
perhaps no feature of any tariff bill has e•er been so much 
discus.sad npon the public platform and in the press as was 
Schedule K in the campaign of 1912. Ex-President Taft will 
not agree with the Senator from Idaho that Schedule K was 
n<rt an issue in 1912. 

Mr. SMOOT. Mr. President--
Mr. WALSH of Massachusetts. I yield to the Senator from 

Utah. 
Mr. S1\IOOT. The Senator has stated th~ number of mills 

in the United States, the number showing a decrease. I pre
sume he has the figures as to the number of spindles now in 
operation in the United States. Those figures will show an 
increase. 

Mr. WALSH of Massachusetts. I have stated that there was 
a Tery ubstantial increase in the capital invest-eel in the indus
try, and I gave the :figures showing such increa e; there is no 
doubt the industry has grow:n; but wha-t I am saying is that 
protective tariff duties tend to lead to the creation of monopo
lies and of trusts and tend to drive the little fellow out ot 
business; and the figures wfiich I have given are some con
tribution to that conclusion. 

Mr. SMOOT. I can not agree with the Senator as "to that, 
because it is a question of principle that th~ little fellow, if he 
has protection, can live, and if he does not have it he can not 
live. However, I will not interrupt the Senator further. 

Mr. WALSH of Massachusetts; Mr. President, to such an 
extent did these industries consolidate that under these high 
protective duties the American Woolen Co., as I have heretofore 
stated, which now produces 25 per cent of all the dress and 
woolen goods manufactured in this country, consolidated 50 
separate independent factories into one ot the largest and most 
prosperous organizations in this country. 

Mr. SMOOT. And I will say to tile Senator that the great 
growth of the American wool industry, as to the amount of 
capital invested, came during the time when we had free 
wool. 

Mr. WALSH of .Massachusetts. I think undoubtedly the 
American Woolen Co. made large sums of money during •the 
war, at which time wool was being admitted free. 

.Mr. SMOOT. I had i•eference to the consolidations. 
Mr. WALSH of Massachusetts. I beg the Senator's pardon. 

I will give the Senator the figures on Monday. Fifty great 
plants, many of them located in communities with which I am 
personally familiar, some in my own State and others in vari
ous portions of New England and other sectiong of the country, 
have been con olidated, and I venture fo say that nearly all 
of them were consolidated before 1914, when free wool became 
operative. 

Mr. SMOOT. I refer to the whole United States. 
Mr. GOODING. Mr. President, I should like to call the 

Senat-0r's attention to tbe fact-and it is very kind for him to 
yield so frequently-that this is the age of centralization 
everywhere an<l. in every irn.lustry ; there is no exception to that 
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rule, so far as I know. It is true of the -steel industry and it 
is true of every other industry; there can be no question about 
that. It is an era of centralization and organization. 

:Mr. WALSH of Massachusetts. But it is a significant fact 
that the movement toward consolidation and high protective 
tariff duties have gone together. 

Mr. President, I am not going to take up any more time. The 
many interruptions during the course of my remarks have lead 
to the prolongation of my argument. I simply wish to state that 
I may desire to resume the floor for a short time on Monday
for I assume there will not be a >ote taken to-night-in order 
further to enlarge upon what I have said to-day. 

l\fr. President, I de ire to make the following conclusions by 
way of-

RBCArITULATION. 

l\lr. President, the foregoing discussion clearly shows: 
(1) That the rate of 33 cents per clean pound on wool 

i the highest ever levied in any tariff law, excluding from 
consideration the joker clause in the emergency law. 

(2) That the rate of 33 cents per- clean pound of wool 
is 50 per cent higher than the average rate in operation under 
the Payne-Alurich Jaw, and on certain grades of wool where the 
shrinkage is low it is considerably more than 50 per cent higher. 

( 3) That the rate of 33 cents per clean pound of wool 
i at least 33 per cent more-in some cases even higher-than 
thn t named in the House bill. 

( 4) TI1at the bracket sliding scale ot duties through which 
the rate of 33 cents per clean pound of wool is levied is 
objectionable because it is deceptive and can not be adminis
tered in such a way as to avoid litigation. 

(5) That the domestic production of wool, notwithstanding 
high protecth-e duties, has not increased and that it is now 
necessary to im1>0rt from 40 to 50 per cent of the domestic con
sumption. 

(6) That the cost to the wool-manufacturing industry of the 
33 per cent duty on raw wool w111 be $72,600,000, which, when 
paid by the consumer, after pyramiding, will approximate 
·200,000,000-which figure excludes the increased cost to the 

public by reason of the manufacturers' protective duties. 
(7) That high protective duties in the wool-manufacturing 

:industry has tended to decrease the number of individual manu
facturing units and promote trust control of the industry. 

l\Ir. McCmIBER. Mr. President, the Senator from Massa
chusetts has reiterated time and again the declaration that 
Congre s has increased the cost of the coat which is worn and 
has increased the cost of blankets. On what basis -does the 
Senator from Massachusetts say that Congress has increased 
the cost of coats or blankets? Where is the beginning? Under 
the days of free wool or under the emergency tariff act? Did 
Congress increase the cost of the coat when the cloth of which 
a coat is made in April, 1920, brought $5.85 a yard? There 
was not one penny of duty on wool at that time. Did Con
gress make that price $5.85 a yard, or did it not? To-day, 
with a duty of 45 cents a pound upon the scoured content of 
wool, the same cloth is sold for $2.50 a yard. Did Congress 
make the price $5.85 in the first instance, and did it make the 
price $2.50 in the second instance, or did the trade, the busi
ness, make the prices? If it were a fact that free scoured 
content wool results in the production of a cloth costing $5.85 
per yard and that a duty of 45 cents a pound insures a cloth 
costing only $2.50 a yard, it seems to me, then, that we ought 
better put on a duty and lower the price. 

But, Mr. President, let us be honest in the discussion of this 
question. The man who manufactured and sold that article at 
$5.85 sold it for that price because he could get it. The 
manufacturer who is selling that same article for $2.50 a yard 
to-day is selling it for that price because he can not get any 
more. That is all there is to it, and it demonstrates two 
things : First, that the tariff has had no effect in fixing the 
price of that yard of cloth; and, secondly, that the price was 
fixed by the amount the trade would bear. · 

Mr. President, the tarifr did not add to that You talk about 
raising the price of woolen goods. The duty to-day is 45 cents 
a pound upon the scoured content of the wool. The duty under 
the pending bill is 33 cents a pound, or 12 cents a pound less. 
Then, in God's name, how can any man claim that reducing 
the tariff 12 cents a pound upon the scoured content is going 
to increase the cost of woolen goods? 

It is not going to affect the price of the woolen goods. The 
price . of those goods is coming down. It is bound to come down. 
It comes down in a single month. For instance, let us take 
July of 1921. The same product sold for $2.72 at that time. 
In February, 1922, it sold for $2.50. The emergency tariff law 
went into effect on the 27th day of l\fay, 1921. It did not 
stop the downward course oJ. the price of these goods. It fol-

lows the economic law of ·upvlr nnd clemanrl. and supply and 
.demand always means the measure of the poclcethook that is to 
make the purcha e. That i the thing which determines the 
prices. When the manufacturer find s that he can not ell that 
article for $5.85 any longer, he begins to lower the price, and he 
keeps on lowering it until he can sell it, until omebody will 
take his product. The tariff duty had practically no effect; 
otherwise, it would have been cheaper with no tariff upon it 
than it would with a tariff of 45 per cent, when, as a matter of 
fact, it was twice as much when there was no tariff on the 
wool itself. 

l\1r. WALSH of l\Ia sachusetts. Mr. Presiclent, the Senator 
was talking about prices at a normal time and at the present 
time when there is a very great depression in the country. 

Mr. McCU?.IBER. Yes; that is right. 
Mr. W A.LSH of 1\fassachusetts. Doe. the Senator argue that 

tal'iff duties will haYe no effect upon prices in the future? 
l\fr. McCUl\IBER. I am arguing that the condition of the 

country is the thing that will determine the price . 
l\1r. WALSH of Massachusetts. And not tariff duties? 
Mr. l\lcCU:MBER. Tariff duties ordinarily will ha>e some 

effect; yes. It was an abnormal spending time in 1920 that 
made that excessiYely high price. The freedom of tho e goods 
from a tariff duty upon the wool did not seem to keep down the 
prices, and the placing of the duty will not driYe the price 
beyond what the public will be willing to pay for tho e article , 
and it will not stop close domestic competition. 

It is true that the manufacturer took advantage of the 1909 
tariff law, and when he was given a differential on the basis 
of 33 cents per pound on the scoured content he only paid the 
difference in the tariff to the extent of an ayerage of 18 cents 
per pound. We will admit that, and, measured by that, you 
can say that this is a raise in the ta.riff, but if he had pai<l 
what he was supposed to pay and the farmer had gotten the 
benefit of the full 11 cents a pound upon the grease wool, and 
the manufacturer had paid 33 cents upon the scoured content, 
then he would have been paying the same duty that we are 
fixing here to-day. 

Mr. POMERENE. Mr. President--
The PRESIDING OFFICER. Does the Senator from North 

Dakota yield to the Senator from Ohio? 
Mr. McCUl\1BER. I yield. 
Mr. POMERENE. What the Senator has said bas interested 

me very much, but my corre pondents, merchant tailors iu 
Ohio, have written me that within a few day after the pending 
bill was reported to the Senate the American Woolen Mills 
sent out notices advancing the price of all their woolens from 
10 to 45 cents per yard, and within the last 30 days~possibly 
a little longer than that-I have been advised by some of these 
same people that there was another advance of 10 to 45 cent:J· 
a yard. Is that correct or not? 

Mr. McCUMBER. If that is true, it verifte exactly what I 
have been saying, namely, that the price will be fixed by the 
demand and the condition of the country rather than by the 
tariff. We have not changed the tariff, and if we do change it 
it will be changed downward and not upward. Therefore that 
is not an excuse. 

Mr. POMERENE. Mr. President--
Mr. McCUl\1BER. Let me answer the Senator fully. 
Mr. POMERENE. All right. . 
Mr. McCUl\1BER. What is the fact? Conditions are picking 

up a little. I will not say what the cause it. I will not say 
that it is in anticipation of a protective tariff, because that 
would bring up a · question on which we might differ ; but it is 
admitted that conditions are picking up and people are begin
ning to spend more, and the moment the manufacturers and 
others notice that they begin to raise the prices to see if they 
can not get a little more for their products. It is on the same 
principle that this importer and manufacturer of good said 
that if this tariff bill went through he would hnve to raise 
the price of his coats $4.50 and the price of his OYercoats $7.50. 
notwithstanding the fact that this tariff bill reduces the duty 
per pound of scoured content 12 cents per pound. 

l\fr. POl\fERENE. Mr. President, of course I would be le s 
than candid if I did not say that supply and demand to some 
extent control these prices ; but I do not think-and I say this 
with all due respect-that the Senator's answer is a complete 
answer. It may be that the e prices were tremendously high, 
as we all know they were. It may be that · they had some 
thought that these tariff duties on the manufactured product 
as well as upon the raw material might have been increa ed or 
might haYe been decreased, and it may be that they were not 
decrea ed a much as they thought. To ~ay that tllat has had 
no influence, howeYer, is something that I can not accept. 
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l\Ir. McCUMBER. I do not say that. On the contrary,. I 

said that, of course, it has some influence. · 
Mr. POMERENE. I am glad to hear the Senator make that 

statement. 
Mr. McCUMBER. I said that a moment ago; but it is not 

the real, governing thing that fixes the prices. 
There is another matter that I want to ask the Senator from 

Massachusetts to consider for a little while. I do not ask him 
to answer it now. The sheep industry in this country, accoTd
tng to those who are best qualified to speak upon the subject, 
has decreased enormously in the last 12 or 15 years. The Sen
ator from Wyoming [Mr. WARREN], who has been in that in
dustry for years, tells me that the number of sheep in the 
United States in 1909--1 think that was about the highest 
peak-was about 60,000,000, and that it is now about 35,000,000. 
The industry is about 45 per cent dead. 

Mr. WALSH of Montana. Mr. President--
Mr. McOU:MBER. In just a moment I will yield to the 

Senator. Do you want to save it? If it is 45 per cent sick 
and there is 55 per cent of a living chance, do you want to give 
it the living chance by whatever tariff is necessary to uphold 
it? 

I yield to the Senator from Montana. 
Mr. WALSH of Montana. Mr. President, I rose merely to 

glve the accurate :figures from the Department of Agriculture. 
Mr. McCUl\ffiER. I will correct the figures after the Senator 

gives them to me. 
Mr. WALSH of Montana. The peak was reached in 1903, 

when the number was 63,965,000. For. 1920, the number is 
given as 45,067,000. 

Mr. McGUMBER. Mr. President, it is not the same relation, 
but I am informed that the difference lies in this fact: Y(}U 
send out your officials to get the number of sheep. Sometimes, 
in some seasons of the year, they count the lambs. They are 
pretty good-sized. In the next spring they will not count the 
lambs because they are so small, and they count only the 
grown sheep, and the records therefore do not agree. So I 
have tried to get from those who are in the business, taking 
a particular month in the year when the lambs are about the 
same size, the total number of sheep that year in the United 
States and then the number in the corresponding month of a 
year 10 or 15 years after that Io. that way they ought to ha.ve 
it pretty accurately; and they tell me that it ranges not quite 
as high as the 63)000,000 that the SenatoF bas given, but. from 
about 60,000,000 at the hjghest down to about 35,000,000 at the 
present time. 

1\Ir. WALSH of MQntana. Mr. President, I interpose to say 
that I do not think there are any figures more accurate than 
those furnished by tbe Department of Agri<.'ulture. no.r do 
I think there is any source of information on the subject that 
is more accurate. It is undoubtedly true, and the department 
doubtless will admit, that their figures are not accurate. In
ueed the schedule shows that at every census the :figmes are 
revi~ed, sometimes revised upward and sometimes revised 
downward, reaching back to 1870; but these .figures, I think, 
must be accepted as being as accurate as any that can be 
secured. 

Mr. McCUMBER. Let us suppose that that is accurate, and 
that the industry is 60 per cent alive: Should we bring it back 
to 100 per <'ent of g-ood, healthy condition? I believe it is 
for the interest of this country that we do so. , 

Mr. WALSH of Montana. Mr. President, if the Senator 
will pardon me, the Senator from Massachusetts [Mr. W ALS.H] 
has been arguing-but the Senator from North Dakota has not 
been present all the time-that our efforts in that direction in 
the past by high protective duties have not resulted in the 
increase that is to be hoped for; and he argues that we could 
not reasonably expect, accordingly, that the increase which is 
obviously to be desired would result from these high duties. 
Does the Senator take a different view of the matter? 

Mr. McCUMBER. I think that a good rate of duty, which 
will allow the farmers living in parts of the country where the 
price of land is quite high to raise a few sheep in .addition 
to their other farming business, will tend to increase the 
number. 

Mr. WALSH of Montana. It has not in the past, though. 
Mr. McCUMBER. We have had some pretty ha.rd times for 

the sheep industry in the past. 
l\Ir. WALSH of Montana. The last two or three years have 

been pretty severe. 
Mr. McCUMBER. They certainly have. The industry in my 

State has been going down, because land is so high that we 
can not afford to pasture our shee-p upon it. If the sheep in
dustry should be more ntluable in some sections of the State 

it could be continued, but it it is going down it can not be 
continued. 

Mr. WALSH of l\f ontana. But the argument of tbe Sena tor 
1~ that the production is going down because of conditions en· 
tirely unrelated to the tariff, and tha1; the tariff does not seem 
to help. 
M~. McCU~ER: r do not think that is wholly true, Mr. 

Presldent. I t~ink m States like Ohio, Kentucky, the Virginias, 
and the Carolinas, where they raise a considerable number of 
sb~ep, they will rai1:1e a greater number if it will pay them to 
raise them. Those are good agricultural States. 

The whole question, in a nutshell, is this : Should we give the 
farme~s 33 cents per pound protectien on the scoured content 
of their wool? If we should, that will be the basis of all the 
other duties. I think they are entitled to it. They should ha-ve 
had t~at in the .act of 1909; it was intended that they should 
have it. _They did not get it, but they will get it under this act. 

. If we mcrease that rate to 33 cents a pound we will have to 
give a compensatory duty, of course, upon the products of the 
woolen mills. We have tried to give that in a way that would 
exactly measure the 33 cents a pound upon the scoured content 
after making due allowance for the waste. ' 

In addition to that we have given a duty for protection, and 
that seems to me to be the whole question: Have we made th~ 
protective rates too high? 

I think not. As I stated, the ad valorem on the manufactured 
product will be very much below that of the Payne-Aldrich 
law. It should not increase, but ought to decrease the cost of 
all woolen fabrics. 

This is a beautiful piece of cloth [exhibiting]. I went with
out a new suit <Yf clothes just as long as I could, but finally 
had to get one the other day, and I know the cloth is not as 
heavy or as good as this sample, which is quoted at $2.50 a 
yard. Yet I paid $90 for the suit I just bought. It takes 3~ 
yards to make a suit, and the price of the suit I bought was 
$90. With some tailors they run as high as $100 or $125. The 
little duty upon the cloth is a bagatelle compared with the labor 
cost and the overhead costs in the cost of a suit of clothes. 

Mr. SMOOT. I notice in the New York World of July 22, 
and also in the other New York papers, headlines like these: 

Eighteen-millio.n-dollar blow to farmers seen in tax on arsenic-Tari.fr 
bill e~al:>les Guggenheims to collect toll-Calls it menace to war on boU 
weevil m South. 

Referring to a statement of the senior Senator from South 
Carolina [l\fr. SMITH], I hardly think that is fair to the Ameri
can people. I have before me the Tariff Commission's summary, 
and I want to show now just what the production of this 
product is in the United States, the amount imported, and the 
total value of the product. On page 17 of the Summary of Tariff 
Information the Tariff Commlssion make this statement: 

Description and uses~ Arsenious acid or white arsenic, the most im
portant and the commonest form ot. arse.v.ic in commerce, is an acid 
anhydride rather than a true acid. It is als-o known simply as 
''arsenic" or as arsenlc trioxide. .Arsenious acid is a white insoluble 
powder with a slightly metallic taste and vaporizes without meltin"' 
when heated in the open. Arsenic acid is chemically different and is 
obtained by oxidation of white arsenic. It occurs in commerce as a 
true acid, a thick sirupy liquid packed in steel drums .. and in the form 
of the acid a_n.hydrld&-arsenic pentoxi.de, which by the addition of 
water forms arsenic acid. Both of these acids, as well as all soluble 
salts of arsenic, are exb·emely poisonous. 

Arsen.ious acid is used in the manufacture of insecticides, chiefly 
lead and calcium ·arsenates, in plate-glass manufactu~·e, as a preserva
tive for green hides, and In the manuiacture of arsenic acid and arsenic 
salts. .Arsenic acid is used in the preparation of organic medicinal 
chemicals. conta.inlng arsenic, and it~ salts have nwdicinal uses. 

l\lark all the uses of this item in the United States. It is used. 
in the manufacture of plate glass, in the preservation of green 
hides, and in medicinal preparations. What is the production? 
What are the imports? And what is the value of the whole 
:product? The commission further say: 

The domestic production of white arsenic has increased fl:om l.,497 
short tons in 1910 to 6,323 short tons, valued at $1,213,000, in 1918. 
The 1919 output wa.s 6.02.9 tons. White arsenic is obtained chiefly in 
the United States as a by-product of smelting copper and lead oreJ;. 
Arsenic acid is manufactu.red by oxidizing wb1te arsenic by means o.C 
either nitric acid or chlorine. 

Imports of arsenic and arsenious acids from. 190.8 to 1918 have aver
aged 2,725 575 pounds, valued at $12&,828, and have come chiefly from 
Germany, Canad.a, England, and Belgium. Later statistics follow. 

I am not going to take the importations of the nine months of 
1921, of 2,705,635 pounds; but I am going to take 7,479,485 pounds 
for the year 1920 and add it to the production in the United 
States. That amounts to only 20,000,000 pound . The valu~ of 
the whole 20,000,000 pound , including the <l11ty and everything 
else, was $1,339,8'26. Taking the amount in the year of greatest 
manufachu-e in the United States, and that brought in during 
tbe year of greatest importation, nnd adding them togetlwr, it 
gives 20,000,000 :pou11ds, anu at 2 cents n pu111Hl the tariff \Youlrl 
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amount to $400,000. There is quite a difference between $18,-
000,000 and $400,000. Taking the imports alone the duty would 
amount to something over $100,000 at 2 cents a pound during 
the year of highest importations; but assuming it affected every 
pound produced in the United States and every pound imported 
it would amount to only $400,000, and it has been used in the 
manufacture of plate glass for the preservation of green hides, 
in chemical compounds, and for medicinal purposes in all parts 
of the United States. It is absurd to say that it costs the cotton 
growers of the South $18,000,000, when the whole cost. for all 
that was produced, and all that was imported, was $1,339,826. 

Mr. OVERMAN. Whether it is $18,000,000 or $400,000 it is a 
tax. of 2 cents in favor of the smelters, and the burden is on the 
farmer who buys the articles. That is the truth about it, 
whether it is $400,000 or $18,000,000. 

Mr. SMOOT. There is quite a difference between the two. 
Mr. OVERMAN. It is a burden of 2 cents a pound in favor 

of the smelters, giving them a tariff on the by-product and im
posing a burden on the men who. have to buy it. 

Mr. SMOOT. Whatever they use, if you can count the 2 
cent a pound it would be that much burden upon them; but 
great quantities of it are m=ed in the manufacture of plate 
gla s. great quantities are , used for medicinal pm·poses, and 
these figures cover every purpo ~e for which it is lFed in all the 
United States, not in one section. 

l\Ir. l\fcCUMBER. Mr. President, I do not think we can get 
a vote to-day on this schedule, and I am fearful that if we 
hould attempt to call for a yea-and-nay vote we would have 

difficulty in obtaining a quorum at th is hour in the afternoon 
on ... awrday. Under the circumstances I shall not ask for the 
fmther con ideration of the tariff bill this afternoon. I under-
tand the Senator from Washington bas a bill he would like to 

b1ing up for very short discussion. 
:Mr. WALSH of Montana. 1\fr. President, during the course 

of the debate a colloquy ensued between the Senator from Idaho 
[Mr. GOODING] and the Senator from Massachusetts [Mr. 
W.usH] concerning the importance of the Payne-Aldrich law 
in connection with the election of 1912, and the statement was 
made in that connection that the tariff was not an issue in that 
campaign as between the two wings of the Republican Party. I 
read from the platform of the Progressive Party adopted in 
Chicago on August 7, 191.2, as follows : 

We demand tarur revision because the present taritI i unjust to the 
people of the United Stutes. Fair dealing toward the people requires 
an immediate dowuward revision of those schedules wherein duties -are 
::,ihown to be unjust or exces ive. 

* * • • • • * 
\'i'e condemn the Payne-Aldrich bill as unjust to the people. The 

Republican organization is in the hands of those who have b1·oken, and 
can not again be trusted to keep, the promise of necessary downward 
revision. 

.... o it is a fact thnt at least one-half of the Republican Party 
jn 1912 was protesting against the Payne-Aldrich law. 

:Mr. WADSWORTH. Mr. President, may I inquire of Sena
tor in cbar~e of the tariff bill if it is their expectation to reach 
n vote on the woolen schedule or any important segment of it 
on ::\fonday? 

~Ir. llcCUMBER. I hOJ)e so. I hope to dispose of the first 
woolen proposition, both as to carpet wool and as to the duty 
upon coured content. 

Mr. WAD WORTH. I had hoped very much that we would 
not be exr)ectecl to vote upon the main portion· of the matter
that is, the duty on the scoured content-until Tuesday. There 
are ome of us who have to be away on Monday to fill engage
·ments which we can not very well break. We have been pretty 
patient in our attendance here for many weeks past, and I 
had hope<l the matter might go over until Tuesday. 

Mr. McCUMBER. The Senator can easily understand that 
we can not continue one step beyond in the schedule until we 
have first determined the duty upon the wool itself. 

Mr. WAR REN. As a matter of fact, all the matters relating 
to wool and wool cloth are related to the rate on the scoured 
content of the wool. 

Mr. McCUMBER. That is necessarily so. 
Mr. W A.DSWORTH. I understand that, of course. I thought 

there might have been some things passed over in the previous 
portion of the bill upon which the Senate would be l'eady to 
vote, which might be taken up on 1\Ionday. However, if the 
"'enator insists-- · 

Mr. SMOOT. I do not think the discussion will be concluded 
on Monday, I will say to the Senator. 

1\Ir. \VADSWORTH. To IJe frank, there are some of us who 
would like to have a little consultation about the wool schedule. 
We would llke a little time in which to consult. So far as I 
am concernell, the consultation is to be carried on in a very 
friendly manner toward the Committee on Finance. 

Mr .. McCUMBER. No one can say on any morning whether 
we will get a vote that day before evt>nin I hope we shall b .. 
able to get a vote upon it on Monday. It will depend upon the 
discussion. 

Mr. WADSWORTH. For example, the Senator from wa~ll
ington [Mr. JoNEa] bas a bill of immense importance, the river 
and harbor legislative bill, whiCh he ga·rn notice the other day 
should be passed at this session of Congress. 

Mr. McCUMBER. I hope we can pass it this evening. 
Mr. WADSWORTH. I hope so. If not, it can be taken up 

on Monday. 
Mr. McCUMBER. No; I could not consent to that. 
.Mr. SMOOT . . I do not understand that the Senator from 

Washington is going to ask that the bill he has in charge shall 
be passed this evening? 

l\fr. JONES of Washington. No; I do not a k · that it be 
passed to-day. 

Mr. WADSWORTH. Yery well. 
NORTH CAROLINA STATE CL.A.Bf. 

l\lr. OYERl\IAl~. Mr. President, I submit the resolution 
which I send to the de k and ask unanimous consent for its 
immediate consideration. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Secretary will read the 
resolution. 

The re olution (S. Re~. 324) was read, as follows: 
Resolved, That the Comptroller General of the United States be, and 

he hereby is, requested and directed to reexamine and restate the ac
count of advances and expenditures madP. by the State of North Carolina 
for military purposes in -the War of 1812 to 1815 with Great Britain, 
computing interest on said advances and expenditures according to the 
rule which was applied in the ettlement of a like account of the State 
o
3
f Maryland under provisions of the act of Congress approved the 
d day of March, 1857, and which was afterwards a8plied to like 

claims of the States of Mas achusetts, Maine (.July, 187 ), New York, 
Pennsylvania, South Carolina, and Delaware, and report to the Senate 
the result of uch statement. · 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. I there objection to the pres
ent consideration of the resolution? 

Mr. WADSWORTH. I have no o!Jjection to tbe resolution; 
but I hope the Senator from North Carolina will have better 
luck than New York had. New York's account was audited and 
checked up in every conceivable way. 

Mr. OVERMAN. I do not know whether we will have any 
luck. We merely want a tatement of the account. · 

Mr. WADSWORTH. Congre s has consistently refu ed to 
appropriate the money which it owes to New York. 

Mr. OVERMAN. We just want to be put on a par with New 
York, and get the information. 

Mr. WADS WORTH. I wish the Senator better luck than 
New York has had. 

The resolution was considered by unanimous consent and was 
agreed to. 

REPORT OF EXECUTIVE NOMINATIONS. 

Mr. LODGE. I a k unanimous con ent, out of order, to make 
a report, as in executive se sion, from the Committee on Naval 
Affairs of two nominations of chaplains in the Navy, to go to 
the calendar. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without objection; the nomi
nations will be received and placed on the Executive Cal
endar. 

Mr. WADSWORTH. I a k unanimous consent, out of order, 
as in_executive session. to make a report from the Committee 
on l\filitary Affairs of nominations, to go to the Executive Cal
endar. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without objection, the nomi· 
nations will be received and placed on the Executive Calendar. 

RIVER .AND HARBOR PROJECTS. 

Mr. JONES of Washington. I ask unanimous consent that 
the Senate proceed to the consideration of the bill (H. R. 10766) 
authorizing the construction, repair, and preservation of certain 
public works on rivers and harbors, and for other purposes, with 
the understanding that any objected item or amendment shall 
go over. I ask simply for the adoption of such amendments as 
may be agreed to without any objection. 

l\Ir. SMOOT. The Senator will also have it understood that 
in case there is objection later, after investigation, he will con
sent to a reconsideration of the vote by which any amendment 
was agreed to? 

Mr. JONES of Washington. I hall ask for n. reconsideration 
of any item that may be adopted to-day in case a request is 
made for its reconsideration. 

l\Ir. McCUMBER. For that purpo e I have no objection to 
temporarily laying aside the tariff bill for the balance of the 
day. I ask unani~ous consent for that purpo e. 
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The PRESIDING OFFIOER. Without objection, it - is so 
ordered. Is there objection to the request of the Senator from 
Washington? 

There being no objection, the Senate, as in Committee of the 
Whole, proceeded to consider the bill (H. R. 10766) authorizing 
the construction, repair, and preservation of certain public 
works on rivers and harbors, and for other purposes, which had 
been reported from the Committee on Commerce with amend
ments. 

l\Ir. JONES of Washington. I ask that the formal reading of 
the bill be dispensed with and that the bill be read for action 
on the committee amendments. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without objection, it is so 
ordered. The Secretary will report the first amendment. · 

The first amendment of the Committee on Commerce was, on 
page 2, after line 22, to insert : 

Inland waterway from Norfolk, Va., to Beaufort Inlet, N. C.: The 
Secretary of War is hereby authorized to purchase, as a part of said 
waterway, the existing Lake Drummond Canal, together with all prop
erty rights and franchises appertaining thereto, at a price of not to 
exceed $500,000, in accordance with the report submitted in House Com
mittee Document Ne. 5, Sixty-seventh Congress, second session. 

l\Ir . .JONES of Washington. I ask that the amendment may 
go over. The Senators from North Carolina are interested in it, 
and there are some Senators who are opposed to it. So I ask 
that it may go over. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The amendment will be passed 
over. 

The next amendment of the Committee on Commerce was, on 
page 4, after line 18, to insert : 

Corpus Christi, Tex., in accordance with the report submitted in 
Hou~e Document No. 321, Sixty-seventh Congress, second session, and 
subject to the conditions set forth in said document. 

Mr. WARREN. Afr. President, I notice that the project is 
predicated upon the report, House Document No. 321. What is 
the approximate amount of money contemplated by the several 
projects recommended by the committee? 

Mr . .JONES of Washington. The obligations upon the Gov
ernment with respect to those projects reported by the com
mittee will be something over $2,000,000; that is, for all the 
projects recommended by the Senate Committee on Commerce. 

Mr. WARREN. The total expenditure to be estimatt>d under 
these amendments of the committee will be something like 
$2,000,000? 

l\1r . .JONES of Washington. A little over $2,000,000. 
The amendment was agreed to. 
Tile next amendment of the Committee on Commerce was, on 

page 6, after line 4, to insert : 
Noyo River, CaJif., in accordance with the report submitted in House 

Document No. 679, Sixty-sixth Congress, second session. 
The amendment- was agreed to. 
Tlle next amendment was, on page 6, at the end of line 13, 

to insert the following additional proviso: 
Prodded further, That no work shall be done above the Webster 

Street and Harrison Street Bridges until those bridges have been re
moved or so altered, in accordance with plans approved b¥ the Secre
tary of War and the Chief of Engineers, as to provide smtable facili
ties for navigation. 

The amendment was agreed to. 
The next amendment was, on page 7, after line 10, to insert: 
Umpqua River, bar and entrance, Oreg., in accordance with report 

submitted in House Document No. 913, Sixty-filth Congress, second 
ses ion. 

The amendment was agreed to. 
The next amendment was, on page 7, after line 16, to insert: 
Siuslaw River, Oreg., Acme to entrance, in accordance with report 

submitted in House Document No. 173, Sixty-filth Congress, first 
session. 

The amendment was agreed to. 
The next amendment was, on page 7, after line 16, to insert: 
Lake Washington Ship Canal, Wash., below the locks, in accordance 

with report submitted in House Document No. 324, Sixty-seventh Con
gress, second session. 

The amendment was agreed to. 
The next amendment was, on page 10, after U:ne 2, to insert : 
Wrangell Harbor, A1aska, in accordance with the report submitted in 

House Document No. 161, Sixty-seventh Congress, second session, and 
subject to the conditions set forth in said document. 

The amendment was agreed to. 
Tbe next amendment was, on page 11, after line 9, to insert: 
Galena River Lock, Illinois. 
The amendment was agreed to. 

- The next amendment was, on page 12, line 2, after the word 
"authorized," to strike out "and directed," so as to read: 

SEC. 5. That the Secretary of War be, and he is hereby, authorized 
to construct six seagoing bopper dredges for use in improvement and 
maintenance work on authorized projects on the Atlantic, Pacific, and 
Gulf cua.sts, the cost of said dredges to be paid from appropriations 
heretofore made, or to be hereafter made, for the preservation and 

maintenance of existing river and harbor works, and for the proseeu
tion of such projects heretofore authorized . as may be most desir~bli~ 
in the interests of commerce and navigation. 

The amendment was agreed ~o. . 
The next amendment was, on page 13, after line 21, to insert 

the following new section : 
SEC. 9. 'rhat hereafter no project shall be considered by any commit

tee of Congress with a view to its adoption, except with a Yiew to a 
survey, if five years have elapsed since a report upon a survey of such 
project has been submitted to Congress pursuant to law. 

The amendment was agreed to. 
The next amendment was, on page 14, after line 2, to insert 

the following new section: 
SEC. 10. That any work of improvement herein adopted, and any 

public work on canals, rivers, and harbors heretofore adopted by 
Congress, may be prosecuted by direct appropriations, by continuing 
contracts, or by both direct appropriations and continuing contracti<. 
as may be provided in any act making appropriations to can-y on such 
works. 

The amendment w~s agreed to. 
The next amendment was, on page 14, after line 8, to insert: 

the following new section : 
SEC. 11. That owners, agents, masters, and clerks of vessels and 

other craft plying upon the navigable waters of the United States. and 
all individuals and corporations engaged in transporting their own 
goods upon the navigable waters of the United States, shall furnish 
such statements relative to vessels, passengers, freight, and tonnage 
as may be required by the Secretary of War: Provided, That this shall 
not apply to the rafting of logs except upon a direct request upon the 
owner to furnish specific information. . 

That every person or persvns oft'ending against the provisions of this 
act shall, for each and every oft'ense, be liable to a fine of $100, or 
imprisonment not exceeding two months, to be enforced in any district 
court in the United States within whose territorial jurisdiction sucb 
offense may have been committed. 

The amendment was agreed to. 
The next amendment was, on page 14, after line 23, to insert 

the following new section : 
SEC. 12. That the contract dated July 29, 1921, executed by the 

Boston, Cape Cod & New York Canal Co., and transmitted to Congress 
by the Secretary of War and printed in House Document No. 139, 
Sixty-seventh Congress, second session, is hereby ratified on condition 
that such company files with the Secretary of War its consent in writ
ing that paragraph 8 of such contract be amended to read as follows : 

" 8. The payment of the amount herein agreed to be paid. or any 
part of same, to the said canal company is to be upon tbe express 
~ondit!~n that the Boston,. Cape Cod & New York Canal Co. waives, 
m wr1tmg, any and all cla-1ms of any nature whatsoever that it may 
have against the President, the Director General of Railroads, or the 
United States, and upon such release the Director General of Railroads 
shall release the company from any claim or demand against the com-
pany growing out of Federal control." · 

Mr. JONES of Washington. That amendment will have to 
go over. There is objection to it and the Senator from Mas
sachusetts [Mr. LODGE] is not here. 

The PRESlDING OFFICER. The amendment will be passed 
over. -

The next amendment of the Committee on Commerce was. on 
page 15, line 17, to change the section number from " 9 " 
to" 13." 

The amendment was agreed to. 
The next amendment was, on page 17, after line 7, to insert: 
Gowanus Creek Channel from the foot of Percival Street to Hamil

ton Avenue, Brooklyn, N. Y., with a view to deepening the same to 26 
feet at mean low water. 

The amendment was agreed to. 
Mr. JONES of Washington. At this point I desfre to offer 

the following amendment. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Senator from Wa h·:...g

ton offers an amendment, which the Secretary will report. 
The READING CLERK. On page 17, after line 11, following 

tbe amendment just agreed to, insert the following: 
Buffalo, outer and inner harbor, and Buffalo Creek, N. Y. 

The amendment was agreed to. 
The next amendment of the Committee on Commerce was, 

on page 17, line 16, after the word "navigation," to insert 
"and extending in a straight line in front of the dock of Edge
water about three-quarters of a mile farther north," so as to 
make the paragraph read : 

Hudson River Channel, along the water front of Weehawken and 
Edgewater, N. J., with a view to providing a depth of 40 feet at 
mean low water or such lesser depth as may be necessary to serve the 
interests of navigation and extending in a straight line in front of 
the dock of Edgewater about three-quarters of a mile farther north. 

The amendment was agreed to. 
The next amendment was, on page 17, after line 21, to 

insert: 
Oyster Creek, Atlantic County, N. J. 

'I'he amendment was agreed to. 
The next amendment was, on page 17, after line 22, to insert: 
Shrewsbury River, N. J. 
The amendment was agreed to. 
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The next amendment was, on page lS, after line 4, to insert: 
Manasquan Inlet, N. J. 
The amendment was agreed to. 
The next amendment was, on. :gage 18, after line 5, to insert : 
Passaic River, N. J., above tne Montclair and Greenwood Lake 

railway bridge. 
The amendment was agreed to. 
The next amendment was, on page 18, after line 11, to insert: 
Herring Bay and Rockhole Creek, Md. 
The amendment was agreed to. 
The next amendment was, on page 18, line 22, after the word 

"with," to strike out "Black" and insert "Back,'' so as to 
read: 

Channel connecting York River, Va., with Back Creek to Slaight's 
wharf. 

The amendment was agreed to. 
The next amendment was, on page 19, line 4, after the word 

basin," to strike out " between Craney Island and the city of 
Norfolk" and insert '"'in the vicinity of Craney Island," so as 
to make the paragraph read : 

Norfolk Harbor. Va., with a view to. providing an anchorage basin in 
the vicinity of Craney Island. 

The amendment was· agreed to. 
The next amendment was, on page 19, after line 6, to strike 

out: 
Tallahatchie and Coldwater Rivers, Miss., and the tributaries, of these 

rivers,. with a view to devising plans for flood prevention and determin
ing the extent to which the United States should cooPerate with the 
State and other communities and interests in carryi~ out sneh plans. 
Us- share being based on the value of protection.. to navigation. 

The amendment was agreed to. 
The next amendment wasi on page 19, at the end of line 1'7', 

to strike out " Manassa " and insert "Nevassa;• so as to l".ead: 
Cape Fear River, below Wilmington, N. c .. an<L between Wilmington 

and Nevassa. 

The· amendment was agreed tO'. 
The next amendment was, on page 19, line 20, after the word. 

., Mill," to strike· out " Gut " and in~ert " Cut," so as to read: 
Mill Cut, North Harlowe, C.x:aven County, N. C. 
The amendment was a-greed to. 
The next amendment was, at the top of page 20, to strike out: 
Savannah River, below Augusta~ Ga. 
The- amendment was agreed to. 
The next amendment was, on page 20, after line 1, to insert : 
Waccamaw Rlver from Red Bluff, S. C., to Pire.way, N. C., with a view 

ta providing a 4-foot channel'. 
The amendment was agreed to. 
The next amendment was, on page 20, after line T, to insert: 
Savannah River, below Augusta, Ga. 
The amendment was agreed to. 
The next amendment was, on page 20, after line 8, to insert : 
St. Johns River, Fla., Jacksonville- to Palatka. 

Mr.. TRAMMELL. Mr. President, I desire to offer an. amend
ment to the committee amendment. In line 9 l move to amend 
by striking .out " Palatka" and inserting 0 Sanford." My col
league [Mi-. FLETCHER], who is the author of· the original 
amendment, wishes to have the change made that is ruJW pro
posed by the amendment just offered. by me. and~ too, desire its 
adoption. 

Mr; JONES of Washington. I have no objection to the 
amendment proposed by the· junior Senator from Florida to' the 
amendment of the committee. 

The amendment to the amendment was agreed to. 
The amendment as amended was agreed to~ 
The next amendment of the Committee on Commerce was, 

on page 20, after line 9, to insert : 
Bo.you Chico, Fla. 

The amendment was a.greed to~ 
The next amendment was,. on page 20~ after line 10, to insert: 
Blackwater Bay and River, Fla. 

The amendment was agreed to. 
The next amendment was, o.n page 20, after line 11, to insert : 
Suwanee River, from Branford, Fla., to Channel No • .{, near Cedar 

Key. 
The amendment was agreed tO'. 
The next amendment was; on page 20, line 22, after the word 

" and," to strike out " Mississippi " and insert " Tennessee," 
so as to read : 

Tombigbee River, Ala. and Miss., and canal connecting the T()m
l:igbee and Tenne see Rivers. 

Tbe amen<lment was agreed to. 

• 
i The -next amendment was, on page 20, a~ter line 22! to insert: 

West side Mis isstppi River at St. Paul, Minn., with a view ot 
establishing a harbor there. 

The amendment was agreed· to. 
The next' amendment was1 at the top of page 21, to strike out: 
Wa.terway from Bayou Teche, La., to · the Mermentau River. 
Mr. JONES of Washington. I ask that the amendment be 

disag~ed to. ' 
The amendment was rejected. 
The next amendment was, on page 21, after line 2, to strike 

oub: 
Waterway from Lake Charles, La., to the Sabine. River, Tex. and La., 

I through the Calcasieu River and the Intracoastal Waterway from Cal
casieu River, La., to Sabine River: Tex. and La. 

l\fr. JONES of Washington. I ask that this amendment also 
be disagreed to. 

'li'he amendment was rejected. 
The· next amendment was, on page 21, line 10, a-fter the name· 

" Bogue," to strike out " Falaya " and insert " Falla," so as to 
read: · 

Chefuncte River and- Bogue Falia, La. 
The amendment was agreed to. 
Tfie next amendment was, on page 21, after line 11., to insert:
Lake Fausse Pointe, La.1 with a view to securing a navigable channel 

by constructing and maintaining a canal from Grand ' Bayou to Sandy? 
Point, or otherwise. 

The amendment was agreed to. 
M.r, RANSDELL. After line> 14:, page:: 21, I move to insert 

the amendment which J send to the desk. 
The PRESIDING OFE'ICER. The amerulment proposed by 

the Senator from Louisiana will be stated. 
The READING CLERK. On page 21, after line 14, it is pro-

posed to insert : 
Bayou Bonfouca, La. 

The amendment was agreed to. 
The next amendment of the· Committee on Commerce was, 

QD page 21,, after. line-17, to inse~t: 
T.allahatehie and Coldwater Rivers, Miss., and. the tributaries of 

these rivers, with a view to- devising. plans foe flood protection a.nd 
determininG the. extent to which the United States should cooperate 
with the ;::;tate and other communities and interests in earrying out 
such plans, its share being. bas.ed OD the value of protection to 
navigation. 

The amendment was· agreed. to. 
The next amendment was, on page 21:, after line 23, to insert: 
Intracoastal canal :from the Mi sissippi. River at or near New 

Orleans, La., to Corpus Christi, Tex. 

Mr. J'ONES or· Washington. I ask that that amendment be 
disagreed to, as it is covered by an amendment which was 
adopted a moment ago. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The question is on agreeing to 
the amendment. 

The amendment was- rejected. 
The nert amendlnent of the Committee on Commerce was, at 

the top 011. page, 22, to insert : 
Sabine-Neches Canal, with a view to revetment of north bank from 

what is known as Elands Bend Ro.ad, on the north, through the city 
to the. southern limits- o!· said· city.. 

The amendment was agreed to. 
The next amendment was, on page 22, line 5, after the word 

"and," to strike out "Sioux City, Iowa," and insert i.' Cham
berlain, S. Dak.," so as to read·: 

Missouri River, between Kansas CUy, Kans., from the upper end of 
Quindaro Bend, and Chamberlain, S. Dak. 

The amendment was agreed to. 
The next amendment was, on page 22, after line 8, to . insert: 
Canoe Creek. Henderson County, Ky.,- at its ;Junction wltb the Obio 

River; with a view to dredging and establishing a harbor o! refuge. 

The amendment was agreed tu. 
The next amendment was, on page 22, after line 13, to insert: 
Mississippi River, at Nauvoo, Ill. 
The amendment was agreed to. 
The next amendment was, on page 22, after line 14, to insert: 
Mississippi_ River, at' Dallas City, Ill. 
The amendment was agreed to. 
The, next amendment: was, on.page 22, after line 17, to in-sert: 
Petoskey Harbor, Mich. 
The amendment was agreed to. 
The next amendment was, on page 22; after· line 18, to insert: 
Cheboygan River, Mich., with a view to being dredged to th·e depth 

oil 16 feet,. from the State Streat Bridge· ta Elm Street, in the city of 
Cheboygan. 

The amen.dment was agreed to. 
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Tile next amendment was, at the top of page 23, to insert: 
I llinoi. River, Ill., with a view to preparing plans, ?nd estlmatett of 

cost, for the prevention and control of floods ~n said river and its 
tributaries. and to determining the extent to which the United States 
and local interests should cooperate i~ carrying out such plans. 

The nmendment was agreed to. 
The next amendment was, on page 23, after line 12, to strike 

out: 
Wil on Hnrbor, N. Y. 

The amendment was agreed to. 
The next amendment was, on page 23, afte1· line 16, to insert: 
Wil on Harbor, N. Y. 

The amendment was agreed to. 
The next amendment was, on page 24, line 1, after the name 

"!\iagara River," to ~trike out: 
Anu Tonawanda Creek. 

The amendment was agreed to. 
The next amendment was, on page 24, after line 1, to insert: 
Tonawanda Creek, N. Y. 

The nmendment was agreed to. 
The next amendment was, on page 24, after line ~. to insert: 
Bloomfield C1·eek, Staten Island, N. Y. 

The amendment was agreed to. 
The next amendment was, on page 24, after line 10, to 

in~ert; 

Oakland Harbor. Calif. 

The amendment was agreed to. 
~Ir. JONES of Wa:shington. After line 9, on page 25, I offer 

the amendment which I send to the desk. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The amendment proposed by 

the Senator from ·War:bington will be stated. 
The READING CLERK. On page 25, after line 9, it is proposed 

to in.·ert: 
'l'be Columbia River between the mouth of the Willamette and the 

citv of Vancouver, Wash., with a view to determine whetbe1· the United 
States should maintain the channel if it is deepened to 2o feet by the 
port commission of Vancouver, Wash. 

The rRESIDING OFFICER. The question is on the amend-
ment offered by the Senator from Washington. 

The amendment was agreed to. 
The reading of the bill was resumed. 
The next amendment of the Committee on Commerce was, on 

page 25, after lioo 11, to insert: 
English Bay, St. Paul Island, Alaska. 

Tile amendment vras agreed to. 
The next amendment was, on page 25, after line 15, to in-

sert: 
Hilo Harbor, Hawaii. 

The amendment was agreed to. 
The next amendment was, on page 25, after line 16, to in-

sert: 
Kahului Harbor. Hawaii. 

The amendment was agreed to. 
The next amendment was, on page 25, after line 17, to in

sert the following new section : 
SEC. 14. That the jurisdiction of the Mississippi River Commission 

is hereby extended from Cairo, Ill., to the Read of the Passes and to 
the tributari£-s and outlets of the Mississippi River, in so far as they 
are affected by the flood waters of the Mississippi River. 

The amendment was agreed to. 
l\Ir. JO:NES of Washington. Mr. President, that completes 

the bill with the exception of the amendments which have been 
pa . s d over. 

THE TARIFF. 

)Ir. CUTITIS. I ask that the unfinished busine s may be 
Jaicl hefore the Senate. 

The Senate, as in Committee of the Whole, resumed the con
sider::1tion of the bi11 (H. R. 7456) to provide revenue, to regu
late commerce w!th foreign countries, to encourage the indus
tries of the United States, and for other purposes. 

RECESS. 

~Ir. CURTIS. I move that the Senate take a recess, the 
recess being, under the unanimous-consent agreement, until 
Monday next at 11 o'clock a. m. 

The motion was agreed to; and (at 5 o'clock and 25 min
ute p. m.) the Senate, under the order previously enteretl, 
took a rP.cess until Monday, July 24, 1922, at 11 o'clock a. m .. 

SEK ATE. 
MONDAY, July ~4, 19~~. 

(Legi.slative day of Thursday, .April f!O, 1922.) 

Tile Senate met at 11 o'clock a. m., on the expiration of the 
rece s. 

Mr. UNDERWOOD obtained the floor. 
Mr. HEFLIN. l\Ir. President, I suggest the absence of a 

quorum. 
The VICE PRESIDENT. The Secretary will call the roll. 
The reading clerk called the roll, and the following Senators 

answered to their names ; 
Ashm·st 
Ball 
Borah 
Brandegee 
Bursum 
Cameron 
Capper 
Caraway 
Colt 
Culberson 
Cummins 
Curtis 
Dial 
Elkins 

Gooding 
Harre Id 
Betlin 
Jones, N. Mex. 
Jones, Wash. 
Kellogg 
Kendrick 
Ladd 
Lodge 
McCmnber 
McLean 
Me Nary 
Nelon 
New 

Nicholson 
Norbeck 
Oddie 
Overman 
Phipps 
Pomerene 
Ransdell 
Rawson 
Robinson 
Sheppard 
Smith 
Smoot 
Spencer 
Stan1ield 

Stanley 
Sterling 
Swanson 
Trammell 
Underwood 
Wadsworth 
Walsh, Mass. 
Walsh. Mont. 
Warren 
Watson, Ind. 
Willis 

Mr. CURTIS. I wish to announc_e that the Sena.tor from 
New Hampshire [Mr. KEYES] is detained on official business. 

l\Ir. UNDERWOOD. I wish to state that the Senator from 
Ne•ada [Mr. PITTMA.i..~] is absent owing to illness in his family, 
and that the Senator from Georgia [Mr. WATSON] is absent by 
reason of illness. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. LADD in the chair). Fifty. 
three Senntors having answered to their names, a quorum is 
present. 

RAILROAD SITU.A.TIO" IN COLOR.A.DO. 

Mr. NICHOLSON". Mr. President--
Mr. UNDERWOOD. I yield to the Senator from Colorado 

for a moment. 
Mr. NIOHOLSON. I desire to have read a telegram which 

I have received from citizens of my State, which is self-explan
atory. 

The telegram was read and referred to the Committee on 
Interstate Commerce, as follows: 

[Western Union telegram.] 
DELTA, COLO., July !3, 1922. 

SAMCEL D. NICHOLSO)C', 
United States Senator, Wa.sMngton, D. 0.: 

At a meeting held in Delta this morning, attended by representa
tives from Montrose. Coalereek, Olathe, California, Mesa, Delta, Cedar
edge, Hotchkiss, and Paonia, It was decided that the railroad situation 
must be i·elieved or financial ruin faced. Both Delta and Montrose 
Counties' perishable products are now ready to move. Ten thousand 
cars i the railroad estimate from the above sections. We ask that the 
National Government immediately take charge, both as to the labor and 
management of the railroads, and draft the necessary employees if 
other means fail. We further represent the National Government is 
interested financially. Five thousand eai·s or more come from the 
reclamation project located in the Uncompahgre Valley. The farmers 
are obligated to pay the Government, and they now demand protection 
in moving and selling theil' crop, so their indebtedness may be met. 
We also request immediate action be taken to give the Labor Board 
power~ that their mandates may be enforced both against capital and 
labor. 

WALTER J. HOLLANDS, 01tairma11. 
J. W. SARJENT, Secretary. 

PETITIONS. 

l\Ir. l\lcLE.AX presente<l a resolution adopted by Bricklayers, 
Masons. and Plasterers' Inte1·national Union, Xo. 22, of Dan
bury, Conn., which vras referred to the Committee on Finance 
and ordered to be printed in the RECORD, as follows: 

BRICKTd.YERS, °MASONS, A:-ID PLASTERERS' 
INTERNATIONAL UNION, NO. 22, 

Danbur-y, C011n., July 20, 19'22. 
At a special met-ting of Bricklayers, Masons, and Plasterers' Local 

No. 22, held July 20. 1922. the following resolution was adoptetl : 
"Whereas many thousands of wage earners have been out of Pm· 

ployment for the past yea1· ; and 
" Whereas manufactured goods are coming into our country from 

Europe. due to the cheap labor conditions, in competition with Ame1·i
can labor ; and 

"Whereas if those conditions are allowed to continue our workers 
will still be 1n the army of unemployed, causing great sutiering among 
the workers and their families and reducing the American standard Qt 
living with low wages : Therefore be it 

"Resolved, That we go on record as favoring the tariff bill now in 
the United States Senate with the American valuation clause on manu
factured good.c::. and a <'OPY of this re. olutlon be sent to our United 
States Senator. at Wa hington, D. C." 

Membertthip, 5S. 
. CHARLES JOHNSON, 

Correspo11d·ing Eecreta1·y. 
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